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PREFACE 


This volume prepared and published under the auspices of the 
Bureau of International Research of Harvard University and Rad- 
oliffe College is an attempt to describe and appraise the exchange 
of minority populations which has taken place from 1920 to 1930 
in Bulgifria, Gtreece and Turkey. It is the result of a study carried 
out in the last four years in the course of which the author has 
twice visited the countries concerned collecting material and in- 
formation and investigating the work performed by the Commis- 
sions set up under the Conventions entered into by the above 
countries and by the interested governments 

Although this volume went to press in September 1931, the 
author has not taken full account of developments after the end of 
1930. At that time the Mixed Commissions constituted under the 
Grcoo-Bulgarian Convention of Neuilly and the Greco-Turkish 
Convention of Lausanne had nearly completed their labors. The 
Greek Refugee Settlement Commission was dissolved in December 
1930. The Commissioner for the Settlement of Refugees in Bul- 
garia had almost completed his task. 

The writer wishes to acknowledge his indebtedness to all who 
aided m his work: to Mr Nicholas Politis, Minister of Greece at 
Pans, who suggested the writing of this book; to Mr Charalampos 
Simopoulos, Minister of Greece at Washington, for his cooperation 
in supplying material ; to Hazun Atif , Esq. of Istanbul for collecting 
for the writer valuable material on the settlement of Turkish emi- 
grants in Turkey; to Colonel James de Reynior, Mr. G. Djoudjeff 
and Mr. Stdphaue Gheorgopoulos, members of the Mixed Greoo- 
Bulgarian Commission, for invaluable assistance in discussing 
problems with the writer and for supplying information and docu- 
ments; to Mr. Karl Marius Widding, Senor Manuel Rivas Vicuna 
Sperlier, Mr. Kimon Diamantopoulos and Mr. Aristide Phocas, 
members of the Mixed Greco-Turkish Commission, for similar assis- 
tance; to Mr. A A. Pallis, member of the Greek R^efugee Settlement 
Commission, for placing his studies and statistics on the settlement 
of the refugees at the author's disposal. Thanks arc also due to 
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Mr IVIamopouloa, legal counsellor, and Mr. Tatarakis, of the Greek 
delegation of the Grcco-Turkish Mixed Commission, and to Mr. 
George Papadakis of the Greek delegation of the Mixed Greco- 
Bulgarian Commission for generous cooperation. Mr. Antonios 
Nicolopoulos of the Genera) Consulate of Greece, at Istanbul, has 
been very helpful in supplying the writer with material. The writer 
is very grateful to Mme Andrd Papaioannou who was so kind as to 
send regularly to the writer the successive volumes of the Proeds- 
Verbaux of the Mixed Groco-Bulgarian Commission and numerous 
other documents Professor Eldon R James, Labrarian, Harvard 
Law School, has assisted in the collection of material. 

The writer owes thanks to Professors Manley 6ttmef Hudson 
of the Harvard Law School and George Grafton Wilson of Harvard 
University for valuable suggestions and assistance. He wishes to 
thank Mr. Charles B Eddy, Chairman of the Greek Refugee Set- 
tlement Commission who has been kind enough to read the chapter 
on the Settlement of the Greek Refugees and to make suggestions 
and criticism. In the writing of this book, the preparation of the 
manascript and the revision of the proof, the writer has received 
invaluable assistance and unfailing encouragement from his wife 
to whom he wishes to acknowledge his deep gratitude. Mr. George 
W. Robinson of Harvard University is to be thanked for having 
checked the references and assKted in matters of form. 

Stephen P. Ladas 

October, 19S1 
New York City 
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THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 
BULGARIA, GREECE AND TURKEY 


INTRODUCTION 


^ 1 The Conventions foi the exchange of nationnl mmoiitios 
9 2 The ^ogiaphioal anti histoiical baokgiound 
9 3 The Ottoman Empiio in the nmeteenfh centuiy 
§ 4 The confliormg claims 
9 6 The Balltan Wars 
9 6 The World Wai 

9 V The couisQ of migiationa aftei the Balkan Wais 
9 8 The exchange of mmoiities as a solution of political pioblcms in the 
Balkans 

9 9 The Tuiko-Bulgaiian Convention of 1913 
9 10 The Gieco-Tuikish agicemont of 1914 

§ 1. The Conventions for the exchange of national mi- 
norities. Among the changes brought about by the World War 
in the political geography of the globe, few are so arresting, 
both in their pohtical significance and in their human aspect 
as the exchange of minority populations between Greece and 
Bulgaria and Greece and Turkey. In each of these countries 
there lived before the war a national minority, a part of the 
population akin in race, language, or religion to the neighbor- 
ing State. During the war these minorities passed through 
many vicissitudes; at its termination upward of two million 
people belonging to them were exchanged. In other words, the 
Greek minority in Bulgaria and Turkey removed to Greece, 
while the Bulgarian and Turkish minorities m Greece joined 
their kin in Bulgaria and Turkey respectively. 

This transfer of whole populations from the one country 
to the other as a result of war and by virtue of international 
agreements is unique, at least in modern times. History, in- 
deed, gives many instances in the past when whole popu- 
lations moved from one place to another, either to save 
themselves from extermination by victorious enemies or to be 
replaced by new settlers. The Assyrians, the Persians, the 

1 



2 THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

Greeks, the Romans, and the Byzantines resoried to those 
transplantations of populations.^ In modern history two 
famous cases of the exodus of minorities arc the flight of 
nearly half a million French of the Reformed Church after 
the revocation of the Edict of Nantes (1685); and the ex- 
pulsion of a similar number of Moi'iscoes from Spain (1609). 

These uprootings of populations occurred in relatively 
unenlightened periods of history when respect for the rights 
of man was hardly recognized, either in international or in 
national law. The protection of religious, linguistic, or racial 
minorities, either by domestic law or by intern atiff'nal agree- 
ments, does not really begin to take its modern form before 
the end of the eighteenth century. It gains a continually in- 
creasing consideration in the nineteenth century, and becomes 
a particularly thorny question in the Ottoman Empire and the 
Dual Monarchy.® With the brcaldng up of these two Empires 
at the end of the war, and the establishment of new states 
in their former territories, the protection of national minor- 
ities came to form the subject of special treaties, intended, 
in general, to protect the human and civil rights and liberties 
of the minorities included in such states. 

Beside this protection, the treaties issuing from the Peace 
Conference have adopted in all cases of cession of territory 
a clause, already often used in the past, permitting a choice 
of national allegiance. Under fliis clause, the population of 
the ceded territory may either remain in that territory, in 
which ease it is presumed to have accepted the nationality 
of the new state, or leave the country within a certain period. 
In both cases the persons concerned are allowed to retam 
their movable and immovable property wherever located. In 
theory this was thought to be liberal enough. In fact, how- 
ever, national minorities inhabiting ceded territory were com- 
pelled to avail themselves of the option clauses and emigrate,® 

^Professor S£f4iiades gives many examples from the history of these 
P^plc in his lectures at The Hague on the Exchange of Populations, pub- 
bahed ip. Aoad&me de Droit International, Remeil des Oours, 1928, iv, bnap- 
ter ii, 

cij.. pp, 317£E 

• Sacampl^ of such emi^tione are found m Upper Silesia, TranBvlvauin, 
Bupen end MaWdy, Danzig, etc. 
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Both these measures for the protection of minorities, 
namely special treaty provisions and option clauses, were 
adopted as concerns Bulgaria, Greece, and Tirrkey. The rea- 
sons why they were not considered sufficient in the case of 
these countries are considered hereinafter. SuflElce it here to 
say that Bulgaria and Greece signed at Neuilly in 1919 a 
convention for the reciprocal and voluntary emigration of 
national minorities. This was intended to malce it easier for 
the Bulgarian minority in Greece and the Greek minority in 
Bulgaria to exercise their right of leaving the country of 
origm and' emigrating to the other country under conditions 
which would guarantee them the full value of the properties 
left behind. Former emigrants from the two countries belong- 
ing to the respective national mmorities were included in the 
provisions of the Convention. On the other hand, Greece and 
Turkey signed at Lausanne in 1923 a Convention for the 
Compulsory Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations. 
This convention was a result of the declaration of Turkey 
that it would refuse to allow the repatriation of over a million 
Greeks who were driven from or left Turkey between 1912 
and 1922. Thus the convention served chiefly to register and 
confirm an accomplished fact, although it also permitted 
Greece to compel its Moslem population to emigrate to 
Turkey. 

These two conventions confirmed or caused the uprooting 
of over two million people. This uprooting was accompanied 
by a great toll of human tragedy. An immense effort has been 
required to settle these people in the new territories in which 
they immigrated. 

It is the purpose of this study in its first two parts to 
describe the origin, interpret the contents, and give an ac- 
count of the execution of each of these two conventions, and 
also to describe the machinery under which the emigration 
and exchange were carried out between Greece and Bulgaria 
and Greece and Turkey. A third part is devoted to the settle- 
ment of the exchanged peoples in their new countries. 

§ 2. The geographical and historical background. The 
exchange of minorities between Bulgaria, Greece, and Turkey 
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derived its impulse from forc^ operating in Iho Near East 
through the latter part of the nineteenth century and the be- 
ginning of the twentieth. It was also the culmination and 
political liquidation of a series of migrating movements in the 
Balkans which began, for the most part, after the Balkan 
Wars. Before tracing this drama of the exchange of peoples 
to its double source, it is necessary to describe the physical 
setting in which it was enacted. 

The present area of Greece and Bulgaria is a little less 
than 90,000 square miles, and their population is 11,800,000, 
or less than one-half of the area and population of'Spain. On 
the other hand, Turkey ni Europe today contains a little 
over 9000 square miles with barely a million inhabitants, 
Asiatic Turkey has an area of 285,000 square miles with about 
12,000,000 inhabitants. In general, these are poor countries, 
with much sterile soil and an inadequate water supply. They 
suffer from terrible droughts in the summer months and from 
destructive winters. The name ‘Balkans,’ meaning ‘mountain- 
ous’ m Turkish, well expresses the aspect of the country. From 
the dawn of history the interior of the peninsula has boon 
half-pastoral and half-agricultural, while always the coast has 
served as the outlet of the interior, and has been dotted by 
towns devoted to commerce and shipping. There is a natural 
economic relation^ip between the coast and the interior. In 
modern times, following the dependence of these Balkan 
countries on the West for raw materials and industrial prod- 
ucts, new avenues of commerce have developed between the 
coast, the inland districts, and the adjoining territories. Thus 
economically these countries are naturally a unit, while polit- 
ically they ore divided. 

'The coast has been Greek for 2600 years by virtue of the 
Greek commercial and shipping settlements. The interior, be- 
yond the Greek peninsula, has passed through many vicis- 
situdes. Races have been superimposed and jumbled blfPi geo- 
logical strata. During the Byzantine period, Hellenism was 
diffused throughout the Empire and showed a capacity of 
absorbing the invading populations. However, the Greeks, 
before the end of the Byzantine Empire, had withdrawn for 
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the most part from the rural districts of the interior and 
concentrated in the towns and on the coast. They retained in 
their hands to a considerable extent the administrative, eccle- 
siastical, and commercial positions; but they lost contact with 
the soil and the rural populations, especially in the regions 
of the Byzantine Empire which form 1;oday the territories of 
Serbia, Bulgaria, and Rumania. 

When Constantinople fell before the Turks in 1453, and 
with it the remnant of the Byzantine Empire, tho Turks had 
already annihilated, since the great battle of Kossovo (1389), 
all vestiges of 'independence of the South Slavs which had 
remained from the military empires of the Serbs and Bul- 
garians. The Greek Patriarch of Constantinople and the local 
Bishops were then invested with spiritual and, in some re- 
spects, judicial and administrative authority over all the 
Christian races in the Ottoman Empire. To all these races was 
applied the name ‘Rum’ or Greek. 

§ 3. The Ottoman Empire in the Nineteenth Century, 
The Ottoman Empire began to decline, very shortly after it 
had reached its zenith, because it failed to cultivate the intel- 
lectual and moral forces which make for the perpetual re- 
juvenation of states. But in its heyday it was served by a 
unique administrative system and an efficient military estab- 
lishment which were manned in the main by Christian con- 
verts, thus contributing by a constant drain to the “maiming 
and warping of the subject peoples.” The internal and exter- 
nal decay of the Empire was first disclosed by the Serb up- 
rising and the revolts of the Pashas early in the nineteenth 
century, and particularly by the Greek War of Independence 
in 1821. The success of the Greeks in hberating a part of 
the Greek peninsula furthered the cause of the freedom of 
the subject races in the Balkans. Serbia, Montenegro, Ru- 
mania, and Bulgaria, the first three of which had preserved 
a certain measure of autonomy as tributary or semi-independ- 
ent states, were separated from the Turkish Empire. The 
map on page 6 shows the gradual decline of the Empire by 
the emancipation of subject races. 

In the latter part of the century the Balkan states, believ- 
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ing that the disintegration of the Empire was soon to be 
completed, prepared to claim their still subject kinsfolk for 
themselves at the time of its final dissolution. The Ottoman 
Empire was so far decayed that, left to itself, it probably 
would have disappeared long before the end of the nineteenth 
century. Its preservation into the twentieth century was due 



Prom Bowman, “The New World ” Copyright, 1921 and 1028, by Woild Book 
Company, Fubliaheis, Yonkers-on-Hudson, New York. 


to the interwoven tangle of the conflicting interests of the 
great European powers. These interests are sjonbolioally 
known to history as the Drang nach Osten of Austria- 
Hungary, the ‘desire for warm waters’ of Russia, the protec- 
tion of the Sues Canal and the route to India of England, 
and the commercial and investment interests of France. 

The Ottoman Empire might probably have owed a longer 
lease of life to these conflicting interests, had its rulers under- 
stood the necessity of Batisf3dng the oppressed subject races 
by inteomal reform, and had they applied the processes of gen- 
eral education, development of communications, and free 
<jommetcial intercourse to draw its peoples together. Such a 
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rejuvenation and rebirth of the Empire was impossible under 
a government intellectually bankrupt and beyond hope of 
redemption. The Ottoman government preferred to repress 
the insurrections of the South Slavs in the beginning of the 
last quarter of the nineteenth century with terrible atrocities. 
All Europe was indignant, and Russia compelled the Empire, 
after crushing defeats, to sign the Treaty of San Stefano. 
This, though amended in the Congress of Berlin of 1878, had 
profound consequences. 

§4. The conflicting claims. The Treaty of San Stefano 
revealed the plgiU for a Great Bulgaria, extending from the 
Black Sea on the east to the Aegean on the south, and as far 
west as Saloniki. The Bulgarians never forgot the grandiose 
prospect opened before their eyes. Their leaders, in an exalted 
nationalist spirit, saw in the Great Bulgaria of the Treaty of 
San Stefano the rebirth of the short-lived military Bulgarian 
Empires of Simeon (892-927), Samuel (993-1014), and Asen 
II (1218-40), which, exorcising hardly more than a nominal 
authority, collapsed on the death of their military chiefs. The 
Treaty of San Stefano revealed the aspirations of Bulgaria, 
in which the Greeks and Serbs clearly perceived danger to 
their own claims. Erom this time began the struggle for 
supremacy between these peoples within the borders of the 
Turkish Empire. 

The Bulgarians were first in the field. In 1885 the autono- 
mous province of Eastern Rumelia was united with the prin- 
cipality of Bulgaria. ‘Unredeemed Bulgaria’ now expanded 
in the minds of the Bulgarians until it included the whole 
of Macedonia and the larger part of Thrace. The Bul- 
garians had succeeded in 1870 in obtaining from the Sublime 
Porte the estabhshment of a Bulgarian Exarchate at Con- 
stantinople, independent of the Greek Oecumenical Patri- 
archate. It was from this time that the name ‘Bulgar’ came 
to be distinguished from Greek in the Turkish Empire. In 
1894 a new success was achieved, the consent of the Porte to 
the establishment of two Bulgarian Bishops in Macedonia. 
In 1895 a ‘Supreme Macedo-Adrianopolitan Committee,’ a 
precursor of the Macedonian Revolutionary Committee, was 
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established at Sofia, and armed bands invaded Macedonia and 
Thrace. They were to supplement the work of peaceful pene- 
tration already entered upon by Bulgarian clergy, teachers, 
and other agents, to impress upon the uneducated and igno- 
rant masses of Macedonian peasants that they wore Bulgarians 
and that Bulgaria was to secure their freedom. In 1899 the 
Committee addressed a memorandum to the European 
Powers, calling upon them to assist in the creation of an 
autonomous Macedonia with its capital at Saloniki. It was 
expected that such an autonomous province would follow the 
destiny of the autonomous Eastern Rumelia,andbe annexed 
to Bulgaria at no distant time. 

Serbs and Greeks awoke to the danger of the Bulgarian 
propaganda and designs. Soon both wore conducting propa- 
ganda and had armed bands of their own in the field. They 
were, however, too late to undo the work that the Bulgarians 
had already accomplished. Serbia and Greece on the whole 
had no conflicting ambitions. The aspirations of the Greeks as 
to Macedonia did not extend to the northern and north- 
eastern parts, where the Serbian hopes were centered. These 
parts of Macedonia, extending from Lake Ochrida in the west 
to Nevrokop and Taoumaya in the cast and to Petritch, 
Stromnitsa, and Monastir in the south, were inhabited, for the 
most part, by an ignorant South Slav population which had 
no national consciousness of any sort before the Bulgarian 
propaganda began its work. The question whether these Slavs 
are Bulgars or Serbs has been, and still is, a matter of bitter 
controversy. However, the Bulgars at least may assert that 
they were the first to awaken a national feeling among these 
people, and that this feeling was one of kinship with the Bul- 
garian nation.* 

Even this did not satisfy the boundless aspirations of 

■*See on all this H. N. Erailsford, Maoedoraa, its Baoes and their Futme 
(London, 1906) j J. A. R. Marriott, The Eastern Question; An Histonml 
Study %n European Dtplomaoy (Oxfoid, 1917), pp. 362 fi.; Nevill Forbes and 
othffln^ The Balkans; A History of Bulgana, Serbia, Qreeoe, Roumama, and 
Turkey (Oxford, 1915), 11. 407: G. P. Abbott, The Tm of a Tour m Mace- 
dorm (London, 1903), pp. 77 ff.; AndrS Wurfbain, I/doAcfepe Giico-Bulgaie 
to rninontis^ ethnigues (Lawnne, 1930), pp. 22ff.j Qreat Britain, Foreign 
Office, Historioal Section, Handbooks, no. 21, Macedonia (London, 1920), pp. 
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Bulgarian nationalism. The vision of Great Bulgaria of the 
Treaty of San Stefano inspired larger claims, extending prac- 
tically to the whole of Macedonia and Thrace. In this Bul- 
garian and Greek ambitions were in conflict. For a part of 
these provinces of the Turkish Empire Bulgarian claims were 
clearly untenable. This was the territory along the Aegean 
coast, which has been Greek from the dawn of history, and 
Eastern Thrace from the Maritza River to the Black Sea. 
There was also Southwestern Macedonia, along the Greek 
frontier south of Monastir and Fiorina, of whose inhabitants 
hardly any owned Idnship to the Bulgarian people. In the 
rest of Thrace and Macedonia Greeks and Bulgarians were 
intermingled without any clear dividing line. Most of the 
towns were chiefly Greek; these were surrounded by rural 
districts purely Bulgar, purely Greek, or mixed. An ethnolog- 
ical map in colors would show patches and zones of Bulgars 
and Greeks inextricably interspersed.® 

It is impossible to depend upon any so-called statistics or 
ethnological maps of these territories published prior to the 
World War. The Ottoman Empire had no reliable statistics. 
All other statistics or maps are either subject to bias or 
purely speculative. This much need be said here. Bulgaria, 
Serbia, and Greece each tended to exaggerate their claims. 
None had an overpowering claim on Macedonia or Thrace as 
a whole. From their smallness, their weakness, and their 
poverty, all hoped for as large territorial gains as possible 
to overcome these deficiencies, which compelled them to vege- 
tate in a state of economic and cultural stagnation. Greece, 
in claiming the greatest part of Macedonia and Thrace, fol- 
lowed a national ideal and hope, that of reestablishing a 
dominant Hellenism in the territories of the old Byzantine 
Empire. She refused to forget that until the middle of the 
nineteenth century the ecclesiastical unity of the Christians 
under the Greek Patriarch of Constantinople had been from 
the cultural point of view and in popular tradition predomi- 
nantly Greek. Bulgaria, on the other hand, and, in a smaller 

*>An illustiation is the city of Melmk in Northeastern Macedonia, which 
was wholly Greek, with a Greek oullvue of ita own, in the midst of a rural 
population almost wholly Bulganan. 
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measure, Serbia, had acquired tiieir independence too easily 
with Russian help, and, moved by a rapid growlh of national 
feeling and an excessive ambition, showed too little respect 
for the just claims of others, and a short-sighted view of 
political realities. 

§ 5. The Balkan Wars. The more recent history is well 
remembered. In 1908 the Committee of Union and Progress, 
otherwise known as the Young Turks, effected a revolution 
in Turkey. Grossly mistaking the course which was necessary 
if the Empire was to be saved, they adopted as their keynote 
the ‘Turkificatioii of the Empire.’ This brought matters to a 
head. An entente between the Balkan countries now appeared 
feasible despite failures in the past, and particularly in 1891, 
when the Greek statesman 'lYicoupis was unable to bring 
about an understanding with Stambuloff, prime minister of 
Bulgaria. The leaders of the Bulgarian, Greek, and Serbian 
national minorities in Turkey first joined hands at Constan- 
tinople, with the view of defending themselves against the 
efforts of the Young Turks for their extermination, Their 
example was shortly followed by the governments of the 
Balkan states. United by secret treaties of alliance, Monte- 
negro, Serbia, Bulgaria, and Greece, one after the other, de- 
clared war upon Turkey, between October 8 and October 18, 
1912. The resulting First Balkan War was short and decisive, 
When an armistice was declared on December 3, 1912, the 
Ottoman Empire had lost practically all its European terri- 
tories except Constantinople. 

The question of the division of the conquered territory 
brought on the Second Balkan War. Mr. Venizelos, the Greek 
Prime Minister, understood that, in view of their conflicting 
claims, Bulgaria and Greece could not possibly make an equit- 
able and lasting division of Macedonia and Thrace without 
mutual concessions. He proposed to Bulgaria what was polit- 
ically a vesry sound solution. Bulgaria was to receive all of 
Thrace proper. This included all the coastal section and the 
lower basin of the Maritza south of Adrianople, where Bul- 
^ans were few and the population was Greek and Turkish, 
Venizelos thought that this territory would form a naturai 
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enlargement for Bulgaria, and would alford her an outlet to 
the Aegean through the railway which follows the course of 
the Maritza down to the port of Dedeagatch. On the other 
hand, Vonizelos asked that Greece should have the territory 
adjacent to her borders, and consisting of the lower basins 
of the rivers Axios (Vardar) and Stryuion (Struma) This in- 
cluded the coastal region of Macedonia, with Salonild, which 
required for its economic life a certain extent of the interior 
occupied by a Bulgarian population Venizelos believed that 
Bulgaria should consent to this concession, in return for the 
concession Greece was prepared to make in Thrace. 

The Second Balkan War (1913), caused by the refusal of 
Bulgaria to accept the above solution, resulted, in general, in 
forcing upon Bulgaria the above division, with the exception 
that Greece kept the port of Kavala, which Venizelos wished 
to cede to Bulgaria. Venizelos had to yield on this point to 
the insistence of King Constantine and the General Staff of 
the Greek army, although he perceived clearly that it was 
politically unwise and dangerous to peace not to grant the 
town to Bulgaria. The changes brought about in the Balkan 
peninsula after the two Balkan Wars are shown on the map 
on page 12. The war rendered deeper I he old national ani- 
mosities and hatreds. The Bulgarian nation could not forget 
the humiliation of the defeat, and waited for an opportunity 
to take its revenge. The opportunity was given by the World 
War. 

§ 6. The World War. During the course of this war Bul- 
garia succeeded in occupying all the territory to which she had 
aspired, and more. Her agreement of September, 1915, with 
the Central Powers promised to her part of Serbia proper, to 
which she had no rightful claim of any sort. It is well known 
that "the Bulgarian outrages upon Greeks and Serbs — men, 
women, and children — ^were among the most hideous of the 
war.” ® At the end of the war, Bulgaria emerged with a worse 
defeat and a greater huinihation than before. She lost West- 
ern Thrace to the Allied and Associated Powers, who later 

<’Isaiah Bowni.ui, The New Woildi Pioblems in Political Geogiaphy 
(Yonkers, 1921), p 302 • 
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transferred it to Greece. She also lost to Jugoslavia North- 
eastern Macedonia, inhabited by 600,000 South Slavs, to whom 
Bulgaria may have had at least the claim of having aroused 
in them a feeling’ of kinship with the Bulgarian nation. 

We shall see, a little further on, how this troubled situa- 
tion in tire Balkans was accompanied by migratory move- 
ments of the populations affected by war operations or by 
territorial changes. At the time peace was concluded in 1919 
there were 139,000 Bulgarians in Greek Macedonia and 
Thrace. Mr. Venizeloa saw at once that no permanent peace 
between Greece and Bulgaria was possible, so long as a Bul- 
garian minority remained in that part of Greece which Bul- 
garia looked upon as an 'unredeemed' portion of the Bulgar- 
ian territory. This led to the Convention respecting the 
reciprocal emigration of the Greek minority in Bulgaria and 
the Bulgarian minority in Greece, which is considered below. 

During the World War Turkey continued more systemat- 
ically and ruthlessly the task of ‘Ottomanizing’ the Empire. 
The Young Turks drew from the history of the Empire the 
lesson that the old religious minorities, which had been left 
alone to govern their affairs by the Turkish conquerors not 
from a spirit of tolerance but because of Moslem exclusiveness, 
which required that infidels, as unclean, be denied the bless- 
ings of Moslem rights, had now evolved into national minor- 
ities. Wherever they were strong and in a majority, these mi- 
norities of the Empire had revolted and broken away. The 
entente of the Balkan countries in 1912 showed that any 
territory inhabited by such minorities extended the danger of 
disruption. The conclusion was that the safety of Turkey 
demanded that the minorities in question be either eradicated 
or else assimilated to the ruling Turkish race, so that a homo- 
geneous state might be achieved. This reasoning was unhis- 
torical. After the Moslems had sought for centuries to keep 
these minorities apart from them, until some had now de- 
veloped into mature national minorities, these could not be 
quickly assimilated and absorbed in the Moslem majority. 

^ Cf. Fransoia Lavirent, Droit Civil International (Paris, 1880-81), i, pp. 
239-240 
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THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

This could only be done by a slow process, beginning with Iho 
immediate application of adequate internal reform. The 
alternative solution, that of destroying or eradicating the 
minorities, had the merit of simplicity; in other respects it 

1 • r 

hardly requnes discussion. 

However, the new Turkish policy, begun early in 1914, was 
continued during the World War under conditions particu- 
larly favorable. The destruction of the Armenian race, espe- 
cially in the outlying vilayets near the Russian frontier, is 
well known. A somewhat similar destiny befell the Greeks 
of Thrace and of the Aegean coast. The actual clearing away 
of thi.q minority by the agencies of death did not reach the 
same extent as with the Armenian minority, since most of the 
Greeks were able to flee from the Turkish territory and seek 
refuge in Greece. The collapse of the Greek occupation of 
Smyrna and Western Asia Minor completed the catastrophe. 
The entire Greek population of the Aegean coast region fol- 
lowed the Greek army in its retreat. There are no accurate 
statistics of the Greek population in Turkey before 1914. 
In Eastern Thrace, including Constantinople, a total of at least 
600,000 Greeks were living, one-half of whom were in Con- 
stantinople. The Greek population of Asia Minor was placed 
between 1,500,000 and 1,750,000. In the coastal section of 
Western Asia Minor, comprising the vilayets of Aidin and 
Broussa and the independent sandjaks of Ismid and Dar- 
danelles, the Greeks probably exceeded one million. Another 
half-million lived in the Pontus, and the rest mainly in the 
vilayets of Sivas, Angora, Konia and Adana.® The Greek 
population, especially in Western Asia Minor, had increased 
largely during the preceding half-century, because of a high 
birth-rate and immigration from other parts of Turkey. 

§7. The course of migrations after the Balkan Wars. 
Although before the Balkan Wars there were a number of 
group migratory movements between the Balkan countries, it 


* Dieterioh, Das Qneeketaum Klemasiens (Leipzig, 1915), p. 32, 
Mr, Fato (m Lea Mffels ^conomiquea at aocmuo da la guerre eti Qr^oe, by 
X . n 147) aatiTOates the Greek population ot Anatolia 

^ LWtOOO, The figure of 1,600,000 is pretty generally accepted- Of. Charles 
B. Eddy, Greece and the Greek Refugeea (London, 1931), p. 251. 
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is the beginning of the First Ballcan War in October, 1912, 
which really started a tide of national minorities, with waves 
of thousands of people, moving to and from the one country 
to the other in the Balkans. It has been found ® that no less 
than seventeen migratory movements took place in Mace- 
donia alone from 1912 to 1925. A great number of migrations 
also took place into and from Thrace and Asia Minor during 
the same period. 

Chronologically these migrations may be described as fol- 
lows. In 1912 a part of the Turkish population fled before 
the advancing armies of the allied Balkan states. Although 
no exact statistics exist, the number of these emigrants may 
be calculated as at least 100,000.^“ In 1913, as a consequertce 
of the Second Balkan War, the foUowing movements of popu- 
lations took place; (o) 16,000 Bulgarians from Macedonia 
followed the Bulgarian army in its retreat before the advance 
of the Greek army; (b) 10,000 Greeks left the parts of Mace- 
donia granted to Serbia and Bulgaria by the Treaty of 
Bucharest; (c) 70,000 Greeks were forced to emigrate from 
Western Thrace, which was then occupied by Bulgaria; (d) 
48,570 Moslems emigrated to Turkey from Western Thrace 
under the terms of the Treaty of Peace of Constantinople of 
1913, which will be considered hereafter; (e) 46,764 Bulgar- 
ians left Eastern Thrace and emigrated to Bulgarian Western 
Thrace under the same Treaty. 

The migrations continued in 1914. The Young Turks de- 
cided now to put into effect their plan of ridding themselves 
of the national minorities and making of the Turkish Empire 
a homogeneous Turkish state. For the execution of this plan 
the Armenians must be exterminated and the Greeks must be 
driven from Turkey. The necessary complement of the plan 
was to persuade the Turkish minorities in the Balkan coun- 
tries to emigrate to Turkey. A vigorous propaganda to this 
effect was carried on in the Balkan countries. As a result the 
foUowing movements of population took place in 1914: (a) 

° A. A. Pallis, Statistical Study of the Baddl Migrations in Macedonia and 
Thrace, 19MI-19S4 (in Greek) (Athene, 1926), p, 6. 

MMr. Pallia (op. o»t.) calculates the Turks who left Greek Macedonia 
alone at this period as 10,000. 
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115.000 Greeks were expelled from Turkish Hastoru Thrace 
and sought refuge in Greece; (b) 85,000 Greeks from the 
same region were deported to the interior of Asia Alinor; 
(c) 150,000 Greeks were driven from Ihe coast region of 
Western Anatolia and came to the shores of Greece; (d)'' 

116.000 Moslems left Greece with the view of taking the place 
of the Greeks expelled from Turkey; (e) 136,000 Moslems 
emigrated from the other Balkan countries to Turkey as a 
result of the propaganda referred to above.“ 

During the World War the migratory movements were 
interrupted. However, the Bulgarian army, on the occupation 
of Greek Eastern Macedonia in 1916, deported to the interior 
of Bulgaria 36,000 Greeks. The Turkish government also con- 
tinued the deportations of Greeks and Armenians to the 
interior of Anatolia. 

Immediately after the Armistice, the migrations again 
began, being now mostly a return to their homos of popula- 
tions deported and expelled. But not all of them returned. 
Of the 36,000 Greeks deported to Bulgaria from Eastern 
Macedonia only 17,000 came back, the real having perished.’* 
Many thousands were also missing from the Greeks of Eastern 
Thrace and the coast of Western Anatolia who returned from 
the interior of Asia Minor.’® Even of those who had sought 
refuge in the country of their Idnship many perished from 
privations. However, nearly all the surviving Greek refugees 
returned from Greece to Thrace and to the Anatolian coast 
districts. It is calculated that 61,000 Greeks returned to 
Western Thrace, 83,000 to Eastern Thrace, and about 100,000 
to Asia Minor, 

In 1919 and 1920 a new migratory current brought to the 


« Official atatistios of the TurMsh Ministry of the Interior give the total 
number of Moslem emigrants after the Balkan Wars as 413,922. Deducting 
113,922 as the Moslems who left the Balkan countries in 1912 before the 
advance of the allied Balkan armies, and 60,000 who emigrated from 
Western Thrace in 1913 under the terms of the Treaty of Constantinople, the 
total of emigrants in 1914 may be placed at approjomalely 250,000. 

**See M, Ajlianos, The Woik oj the Greek Relief (in Greek) (Athens. 
1921), p. 68. 

i»Antoniadefl, X<e divelappement economiqne de la Thraae (Athens, 1922), 
p. 223, cites official statistics showh^ that 49,721 out of the 84,799 Greeks 
onported fiom Eastern Thrace in 1914 returned there in 1918. 
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shores of Greece about 60,000 Grcelcs from Soviet Russia.^* 
In the meantime the orderly reciprocal and voluntary emigra- 
tion of Greeks from Bulgaria and Bulgarians from Greece be- 
gan under the auspices of the Mixed Commission, created 
under the Convention of Neuilly, as will be seen below. But 
worse was still to come.^® 

In the fall of 1922 the Groco-Turkish War, a sequel of the 
World War caused by the occupation of Smyrna and Western 
Asia Minor by Greece, at the behest of the Allies, came to 
an abrupt end with the decisive victory of the Turks and the 
precipitate retreat of the Greek army. The Greek army was 
followed in its flight by the entire Greek population of the 
larger part of Western Asia Minor. The Greek population of 
Pontus also began to leave hurriedly. A little later, following 
the armistice of Mudania and before the Kemalist army occu- 
pied Constantinople and Eastern Thrace, the whole Greek 
and Armenian, population of the latter region and a part 
of the population of Constantinople left their homes and 
sought refuge in Greece. Thus almost a million people were 
thrown upon the shores of Greece in the space of a few 
months. Following the Convention of Lausanne of 1923, the 
remaining Greeks in Turkey, excluding Constantinople, left 
the country under the auspices of the Mixed Commission, a 
total of over 150,000 persons. Under the same Convention 
the Moslems of Greece, with the exception of Western Thrace, 
who had always remained unmolested and content in the 
country, were compelled to leave for Turkey. They numbered 
about 400,000. 

§ 8. The exchange of minorities as a solution of political 
problems in the Balkans. We have noted the conflicting 
claims of Bulgaria, Greece, and Turkey to territories inhabited 
by national minorities connected with ties of kinship to the 

These refugees were mainly horn the Caucasian coast. Indeed, 47,091 
came from Caucasus and 11,435 from other parts of Russia. After General 
Wrongel’s defeat a number of Russians wore transfened to Giooee; 1200 of 
these settled in Saloniki. 

The figures given above are based on the statistics given by Mr. Pallis, 
foremost expeit in the matter, in his Statistical Study o] the Racial Migra^ 
tions in Macedonia and Thrace, 191^19S4 (iu Greek) (Athens, 1926), and by 
Mr. Antoniadcs in Le diveloppement 6conomi<im de la Thrace (Athens, 
1922), pp. 216, 217. 
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neighboring states, and the course of migrations ajul llights 
that carried great numbers from the territory of each slate to 
those of the others. When peace was reestablished in 1919 
between Bulgaria and Greece and in 1923 betAveen Greece 
and Turkey, there remained the problem of those who had 
emigrated from their country of origin and had left their 
properties behind. There was, further, the still larger prob- 
lem of securing to the national minorities an adequate pro- 
tection for life and property and other rights, with the view 
of obtaining political stability and peace in this part of the 
world. The exchange of minorities was resorted to as a solu- 
tion to these two problems, as wiU be seen from the study of 
the origins both of the Convention of Neuilly of 1919 and of 
the Convention of Lausanne of 1923. This solution, however, 
was not first devised at the termination of the World War. 
The Conventions of Neuilly and Lausanne hatl their pre- 
cursors in two pre-war agreements. 

§9. The Turko-Bulgarian Convention of 1913. A Pro- 
tocol annexed to the treaty of peace between Bulgaria and 
Turkey signed at Constantinople on* September 16/29, 1913,’“ 
which terminated the war between the two countries that 
broke out while Bulgaria was engaged in war with its former 
allies, formulated for the first time the idea of an exchange 
of populations. This Protocol in sections A and B set forth the 
method of tracing the new frontier between the two countries, 
and in section C provided follows: 


Les deux Gouvernements sent d’accord pour faoilitor I’echange 
facultatif mutuel des populations bulgare et musulraane de part et 
d’autre ainsi quo de leurs proprietes dans une z6ne de 16 kilomtoes 
au plus, le long de toute la frontierc commune. 

L’eehange aura lieu par des villages entiers. 

L’Sohange des propriety ruralos et urbaines aura lieu sous los 
auspices des deux Gouvernements et aveo la participation des 
anciens des villages S. echanger. 

Des Commissions mixtes nominees par les deux Gouvernements 
proo^deront ii, Tfiohange et k I’indemnisation, s’il y a lieu, de dififdr- 


tcBfc in ^rtens, iVowi/eaw naueil gSn&ral de trails, 3<1 eeviea. viii, 
pp. find BriiisA and i?ore*pn State Papers, ovii, pp, ^13-714, ’ 
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ences rcsulLanl dc I'cidiangc dc bicns eiitrc villages cfc parliculicrs 
cn question. 

It was thus provided that the “authorized reciprocal ex- 
change” of the Bulgarian and Moslem populations within 
fifteen kilometres of the entire common frontier should be 
facilitated by the two governments. The truth is that most 
of these people had already emigrated, and it was desired to 
confirm this situation by compelling the remaining inhabitants 
of Bulgarian and Moslem villages in Turkey and Bulgaria 
respectively to transfer their residence to the other side of 
the frontier. 

A Mixed Commission, consisting of six Turkish and nine 
Bulgarian delegates, met at Adrian ople on November 2/15, 
1913, and signed a “Convention concerning the exchange of 
populations.” The first article of this Convention made it 
clear that what was intended was to confirm a fait accompli. 
Indeed, it was agreed that “the Bulgarian peasants of the 
districts of Kirk-Kalisse and Adriauople are to be settled in 
the Moslem villages of Thrace ceded to Bulgaria which have 
been abandoned by their inhabitants, since these districts are 
now occupied by the Moslem refugees who came from 
Thrace.” It was also agreed that the Commission should 
proceed to the appraisal of the properties of the exchanged 
populations. 

The Mixed Commission met again for the application of 
the Convention on May 10/23, 1914, and was presided over 
by Chukri Bey, Civil Inspector of the vilayet of Adrianople. 
It was decided to divide the Commission into two Sub-Com- 
missions, of which one was to work in Turkey and the other 
in Bulgaria. On May 12/25 an agreement was made on the 
properties to be appraised. At the third meeting (May 14/27) 
a “violent discussion,” as the Proces- Verbal states, was raised 
on the question of appraisal. This was concluded oir May 

i^The text of this Coaveatvon, as wall as of tlia Prools-Verbaux of the 
seven meetings of this Commission, referred to below, are found in 
Antoniades, Le dewloppoment dconamtque da la Thiaco (Atlwns, 1022), pp. 
162, 171JEE. 

This Oonvontion was never ratified by the Bulgarian Chamber of Deputies, 
and is therefore denied any legal effect in Bulgaria See S^feriades, op. dt., 
p. 364. 
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17/30 with an agreement not to appraise pasluro laiuls, 
forests, market places, and non-produciive lands which wore 
held by the emigrants in possession but not in ownership. 
The basis of appraisal was fixed at the meeting of May 20 
as the prices appearing on the government fiscal registries. 

It appears that the two Sub-Commissions of the Mixed 
Commission began work immediately in June and continued 
until October, 1914, when the entry of Turkey into the World 
War caused the discontinuance of the work. During this time 
the Commission completed the lists of Bulgarians and Mos- 
lems who were entitled to the benefits of the Convention and 
whose properties were to be appraised and liquidated. These 
lists show that 9714 Moslem families or 48,570 persona from 
the Bulgarian territory were ‘exchanged' against 9472 Bul- 
garian families or 46,764 persons from Turkish Thrace.^® The 
appraisal and liquidation of the properties of these persons 
were never carried out. 

§ 10. The Greco-Turkish agreement of 1914. The Young 
Turkish government, having succeeded in malting a conven- 
tion with Bulgaria as to the exchange of minority populations, 
sought to reach a similar agreement with another of its 
neighbors. The occupation by Greece of the Aegean islands, 
some of which were dangerously close to the coast of Asia 
Minor, threatened, in the eyes of the Young Turks, the 
security of that coast, where more than a million unredeemed 
Greeks were living and prospering. The Greeks must be moved 
away and the coast peopled with Moslems. The Turkish gov- 
ernment was well aware that the Greek government would 
never of its own wiU consent to receive these Greeks in ex- 
change for the Moslems living in Greece. It decided, accord- 
ingly, to force the hand of the Greek government by expel- 
ling the Greeks from the Aegean coast regions or deporting 
them into the interior of Anatolia. The systematic carrying 
out of this plan began early in 1914. Within a few months 


• gpvemmeat dtirmg its oocupataon of Eastern Thrace 

m 1820 made a census of the population, the Bulgai-iana of this legion num- 
berea about 1^, which, ^ws that the Bulgarian miuority had emijcrated 
^ftctacallY m ^ Pallis, Siattsticw Btudy of Rctoial Migrations w 

Macedonia and Thrace, P. 21. 
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150,000 Greeks were forced to leave the western coast of Asia 
Minor and to seek refuge in Greece. Another 50,000 were 
deported to the interior of Anatolia. Vainly did the Greek 
government present repeated protests to the Sublime Porte. 
When the ground was thus prepared with a fait accompli, 
the Turkish Minister at Athens, GhaUb Kemaly Bey, ex- 
pressed to the Greek Premier, Mr. Venizclos, "his personal 
opinion” that it would be a good idea to exchange the Greek 
rural population of the region of Sm 3 Tna against the Moslems 
of Macedonia. On May 6/18, 1914, the Turkish Minister fol- 
lowed up his suggestion with a letter, addressed to Mr. 
Venizelos, in which he stated that he had submitted his own 
idea of an exchange of populations to the Sublime Porte and 
had met with the latter's approval. He then proposed, in the 
name of his government, the exchange of populations sug- 
gested by him, and added that his government would desire 
a speedy adhesion to the idea on the part of the Greek gov- 
ernment, in order to avoid the undesirable incidents which 
might occur by reason of the Moslem emigration in the 
vilayet of Smyrna. Pour days later (May 9/22, 1914) Mr. 
Venizelos replied to the Turkish Minister, accepting the pro- 
posal of an exchange of populations, provided the free and 
spontaneous character of the emigration was secured and the 
properties of the emigrants were appraised and liquidated. 
He also proposed that the exchange be extended to Thrace. 

A preliminary agreement appears to have been reached, 
on the basis of the above letter of Mr, Venizelos, in a note 
of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs communicated on 
May 10/23, 1914, to Nedjib Bey, counsellor of the Turkish 
legation in Athens, and in subsequent communications be- 
tween the two governments.^® The points of agreement were 
the following : 

1, The populations of the Greek villages in Thrace and in 
the vilayet of Smyrna, extending to the Straits, were to be 

Copy of the letter of May 5/18, 1914, from Ghalib Kemaly Bey; of Mr. 
Venizelos’s letter of May 9/22, 19i4; of the note communicated by the Greek 
government to Nodjib Bey on May 10/23, 1914, ajid of subsequent com- 
munications wore kindly placed at the disposal of the writer by the Mimstiy 
of Foreign Affairs of Greece. 
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exchanged against the Moslem peasants of Macedonia and 
Epirus, simultaneously and on asceitauung their spontaneous 
desire to emigrate. 

2. The exchange was to be cairicd out under the protec- 
tion of the two governments, in accordance with a plan mutu- 
ally agreed on, and under the control of a Mixed Commission 
which was to ascertain the spontaneous purpose of the people 
to emigrate. 

3. The Mixed Commission m question, consisting of four 
members appointed by the two governments, was to appraise 
the movable and immovable property of the emigrants prior 
to their emigration. The Commission was to sit at Smyrna or 
at Saloniki. It could create Sub-Commissions. 

4. Simultaneously with this work, a special Sub-Commis- 
sion was to appraise the properties of Greeks of Thrace and 
Asia Minor who had already left their homes, as well as the 
properties of the Moslems of Macedonia and Epirus who had 
emigrated to Turkey. 

6. The Mixed Commission was to include a neutral 
arbiter, to be appointed by a European state chosen by 
agreement between the two countries. This arbiter was to take 
no part in the discussions of the Mixed Commission ; but he 
was to have power to settle finally all differences arising in it. 

The Mixed Commission provided for in the above agree- 
ment between the two countries was established and met at 
the end of June, 1914, at Smyrna. Its first purpose was to 
draw up a convention concerning the following three points : 

1. The conditions under which the voluntary emigration 
of Moslems and Greeks was to be secured. 

2. The bases for the appraisal of the properties of former 
and new emigrants and for the payment of the balance by the 
one of the two governments which i^ould finally be found 
debtor to the other on the general liquidation and compensa- 
tion account. 

3. The terms of the compromis or agreement for the 
atbitration of the differences that might arise. 

The Commission held a number of meetings at Smyrna; 
but, malting slow progress there, it transferred itself to Con- 
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stantinople. Shortly thereafter, Turkey entered the war on 
the side of the Central Powers and the work of the Commis- 
sion was suspended. 

The Turko-Bulgarian Convention of 1913 and the still- 
born Greco-Turkish Agreement of 1914 may be deemed the 
forerunners of the Convention of Neuilly of 1919 and the Con- 
vention of Lausanne of 1923. 




PART FIRST 

THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES BETWEEN 
GREECE AND BULGARIA 




CHAPTER I 


THE CONVENTION CONCERNING RECIPROCAL 
EMIGRATION OF 1919 AND SUBSEQUENT 
AGREEMENTS 


§ 1. Otigin of the Convention conceining Rofiprocal Emigialion. 

§ 2. The di'aftmg of the Convention. 

S 3. Acceptance of die Com ention by Bulgaria. 

§ 4. Protection of national minorities by tieaties. 

§ 6. Contents of the Convention eoncoming reciprocal emigiation. 

§ 6. Ratification and application of the Convention. 

S 7. The Ruleh for the execution of the Convention. 

§ 8. Contents of the Rules. 

S 9. The plan of payment. 

§ 10. The CaphaniUiis-Molloff Agieemcnt. 

§ 1. Origin of the Convention concerning reciprocal emi- 
gration of national minorities. Article 56, paragraph 2, of the 
Treaty of Peace between the Allied and Associated Powers 
and Bulgaria, signed at Neuilly-sur-Seine on November 27, 
1919,^ provided that “Bulgaria undertakes to recognize such 
provisions as the Principal Allied and Associated Powers may 
consider opportune with respect to the reciprocal and volun- 
tary emigration of persons belonging to racial minorities.” 
The Principal Allied and Associated Powers, in a decision 
issued on the same day, announced that they considered it 
“opportune that the reciprocal and voluntary emigration of 
the racial, religious, and linguistic minorities in Greece and 
Bulgaria should be regulated by a Convention concluded be- 
tween these two Powers in the terms decided upon this day.” 
Such a Convention was signed at NeuiUy-sur-Seine on the 

iThis article is in part iii, Political Clauses, secUon iv. Protection of 
Minorities. The ti'eaty was published separately, and may also be found in 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, The Treaties of Peace, 1919- 
1998 (New York, 1924), and Martens, Nouveau recueil general de traites, 
3’ serie, xii, pp. 323-423. 
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same day, November 27, 1919, by the Greek and Bulgarian 
plenipotentiaries.® 

From this it appears clearly that the Convention concern- 
ing Reciprocal Emigration was, politically, a part of the 
settlement resulting from the Treaty of Neuilly. The origin 
and history of the drafting of this Convention is interesting 
enough to be described here. So far as the present writer 
knows, no such description has ever before been published. 
He has obtained his information from the perusal of the 
minutes of the “Committee on New States and for the Pro- 
tection of the Rights of Minorities” of the Peace Conference 
of Paris, generously placed at his disposal by a member of 
this Committee. 

While the Treaty concerning the Protection of Minorities 
in Greece ® was being drafted by the above committee in July, 
1919, Mr. Venizelos, the president of the Greek delegation 
at the Peace Conference, was advised to present “the views 
of the Greek delegation on the subject of the existence of 
these minorities and their organization as well as the pro- 
visions already taken or under consideration by the Greek 
government to insure the indispensable freedom and protec- 
tion of these minorities." Mr. Venizelos, under date of July 
31, assxued the Committee of the readiness of Greece to sign 
such a treaty; and on August 9, 1919, he sent to the Com- 
mittee a memorandum on the minorities. In fact, it appears 
that Greece was the only country which consented with readi- 
ness to sign a treaty concerning minorities, and the Commit- 
tee took the step of commimicating the draft to the Greek 
delegation for its observations.* 

In the meantime, the Greek delegation communicated to 
the different delegations at the Conference certain clauses 
suggesting the establishment of a Mixed Commission to super- 
vise the reciprocal emigration of Greeks residing in Bulgaria 
to Greece and of Bulgarians from Greece to Bulgaria. In this, 

»See the text of the Convenlioa in League of Nations, Treatv Seriea. i. rrn. 
68-72. '' 

*Sl^ed at Sfevres^August 10, 1920. See Maitena, Nouveau Tecueil gSnSral 
aerie, xii, pp. 8Q1-8Q9; League of Nations, Treaty Series, xxvin, 

pp. 243*26o, 

* 3Sth, 43d, and 44th meetings of the Committee. 
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Mr. Venizelos was seeking to carry out a plan which seems 
to have occurred to him at least as early as 1915. In that 
year Mr. Venizelos sketched the idea of a reciprocal emigra- 
tion between Greece and Bulgaria in hia famous memorandum 
of January, 1916, to King Constantine, in which he urged the 
entry of Greece into the war on the side of the Allied Powers 
and against Turkey. Anxious that the cooperation of Bul- 
garia should be sought, he was ready, although reluctantly, 
to advise the sacrifice of Kavala to achieve this cooperation, 
in order to save Hellenism in Turkey and to insure the 
foundation of a real Great Greece, “comprising almost all the 
territories where Hellenism has exercised its action during 
its long history through the centuries.” In this case, he added, 
Bulgaria would undertake to buy the properties of the in- 
habitants of the region of Kavala who might wish to emigrate 
to Greece; the Greek and Bulgarian populations on the op- 
posite sides of the frontier would thus be exchanged, in order 
to achieve definitely a 'racial adjustment’ which would permit 
at last the establishment of a true Balkan Confederation.® 
Undoubtedly Mr. Venizelos felt that the peace negotia- 
tions afforded a good opportunity to achieve the ‘racial adjust- 
ment’ as a basis for the establishment of a real state of peace 
in that part of the Near East. 

The Committee on New States considered on July 25, 
1930, the clauses submitted by Mr. Venizelos.® It was agreed 
that it would be desirable not only to apply the principle of 
reciprocal emigration to Greece and Bulgaria, but to extend it 
to all the Balkan states. It was pointed out that there was no 
difficulty in this as regards Greece, Bulgaria, and Turkey, for 
Greece had herself proposed the principle and it could be 
imposed upon Bulgaria and Txirkey. It would be desirable to 
include Serbia, but it could not be imposed on that country. 

§ 2. The drafting of the Convention. A sub-committee 
appointed by the Committee on New States and consisting of 
Professor A. C. Coolidge (United States), Colonel Castoldi 
(Italy), and Mr. J. W. Headlam-Morley (Great Britain) pre- 

" See Edouard Briault and Michel Lh^ritiei, Hiitcire diplomatique de la 
Grhee de 18S1 d nos jours (Paris, 1926-26), v, p. 177. 

^ 37th and 38th meetings of the Committee. 
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pared a report on the clauses submitted by Mr. Veniisclos. 
This was adopted by the Committee and incorporated in a 
letter addressed to the Council of Five.'' Certain of the clauses 
proposed by Mr. Venizelos, relating to questions of repara- 
tions, were excluded by this report. The others, concerning 
emigration, were deemed useful and their adoption by the 
Council of Five was urged. The report recommended the ex- 
tension of these clauses to aU Ballcan countries and to all 
inhabitants thereof and not merely to those of the transferred 
territories. The Committee concluded that, if extended in this 
way, the plan of reciprocal emigration “would do much to 
help a permanent settlement of the troubles which have so 
long affected the Balkans and be a valuable supplement to 
the clauses dealing with the protection of minorities.” The 
Committee then suggested certain heads of agreement indi- 
cating the nature of the Convention as follows : 

1. Greece, Serbia, Bulgaria, and Turkey agree that they will 
accord to all citizens within their territories the right to declare 
their desire to transfer their residence and remove to any one of 
the other states. 

2. This right of option can be exercised at any period within 
two years from the coming into force of the treaty. 

3. Those who under these clauses exercise this right of option 
shall have the free right to emigrate into the State which they 
choose without any form of hindrance or impediment and to take 
with them their movable property. The disposal of their immov- 
able property will be controlled by the Commission to be appointed 
under the following clause. 

4. There shall be established a Mixed Commisaion, to be ap- 
pointed by the League for the purpose of supervising and facilitat- 
ing the emigration and for dealing with the immovable property 
of the emigrants. 

5. In^ order to facilitate this work, there shall be appointed sub- > 
commissions, each of which will deal with the eipigration between 
two countries; each of these sub-commissions shall consist of three 
members, one appointed by each of the interested countries, and 
the other, who shall be chairman, appointed from among its own 
members by the Central Commission. 

38th. mefetiiig of the Committee. 
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6. The funds necessary for facilitating the emigration shall be 
advanced by the interested States to the Central Commission. The 
latter shall make such contributions ns may be necessary from 
these funds to the individuals who exercise the right of option 
confeiTed upon them. They shall also advance to the emigrants the 
value of the immovable property, the ownership of which shall bo 
translerrcd to the Commission. The latter shall arrange for the 
eventual sale. 

The Committee then asked the Council of Eive whether 
they would be permitted to adopt the procedure indicated, 
and, in particular, to enter into communication with Mr. 
Venizelos to ask whether he would agree to the proposed 
modification of his clauses; and, further, whether they would 
be permitted to lay this suggestion before the Serbian dele- 
gation. 

On September 4 ® the Supreme Council adopted a resolu- 
tion accepting the report of the Committee and authorizing it 
to consult with Mr. Venizelos as to the best methods of 
putting his proposals into effect. 

At the invitation of the President of the Committee, who 
communicated to Mr. Venizelos on September 10 the heads 
of agreement adopted by the Committee, the Greek delega- 
tion expressed its agreement with the modification suggested 
by the Committee; and on October 25 it submitted a draft 
treaty, of which the author appears to have been Mr. Politis. 
This was in the form of a convention between Greece, the 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, and Bulgaria 
for the recognition of the right of reciprocal emigration of 
racial minorities, and followed the general lines indicated by 
the Committee.® 

B 43d and 49th meetings of the Committee, 

® This draft, contained in the Minutes of the Committee on New States of 
the Pans Peace Conference, is published here for its historical interest and as 
forming the preparatory draft of the Convention which is to be interpreted 
in the following chapters. 



32 


THE EXCHANGE OE MINORITtES 


DRAFT OF AGREEMENT ON BALKAN EMEGRATION 
SUBMITTED BY MR. POLITTS 

Article 1 

Greece, the kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, and 
Bulgaria, in execution of article 56, paragraph 2, of the Treaty of 
Peace with Bulgaria, grant to all their nationals within their torri- 
tories who belong to ethnic minorities the right to express their 
desire to emigrate. 

Article 2 

As for persona who, having already left their original residence, 
are already established in the State whose ethnic point of view 
they take, they shall have only the right to the liquidation of the 
projicrty left by them in the abandoned country. This liquidation 
shall be carried out according to the provisions established hcro- 
atter. 

Article 3 

The Governments of the States above mentioned undertake to 
facilitate in every way the exercise of this right and to interpose no 
obstacles, directly or indirectly, to freedom of emigration; emigrants 
shall not be prevented under any pretext from carrying out their 
intentien. Henceforth all laws and regulations whatsoever existing 
in each of these States which conflict with freedom of emigration 
shall be considered as null and void from the date of the coming 
into force of the present Treaty. 

Any prosecution whatsoever, civil or criminal, on the part of 
the authorities of one of these countries against an emigrant shall 
not prevent his departui'e. However, in case of criminal prosecution 
of an emigrant the authorities of the prosecuting country shall 
deliver him ^ the authorities of the country where he is going in 
order that he may be tried. 

It Is understood that the existence of any process whatever 
pending before the courts, either civil or administrative, even inter- 
esting the Government (for example, claim for taxes, revenues, or 
fines, on any account, on the part of the Government or of the 
provincial, communal, or other authorities) shall not prevent tho 
emigrant from leaving the country. 

No obstacle shall be placed in tlie way of the exercise of the 
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I'iftliL of i‘iiii{;riitiion oven in the ease of persons condemned for 
jiohlioal acta or offences against the common law. Their declaration 
sluill be made in writing to the Commission provided for below. 
Within thirty days from the date of their declaration the persons 
having thus expressed their wish to emigrate shall be delivered by 
the competent authorities of the country of their departure to those 
of the country of their destination. The individuals thus delivered 
shall be considered as definitively liberated from all prosecution or 
punishment if they have been condemned for political crimes. In 
the case of persons condemned for crimes at common law, the 
remainder of the sentence shall be served in the country of their 
destination 

Ahticlb 4 

Emigrants shall be freed from all military obligations, previous 
or present, and their departure shall not be prevented on this 
account. 

Article 5 

The right of voluntary emigration may be exercised by any 
person over 18 years of age. It may be exercised within a period of 
four years from the going into force of the present Treaty by means 
of a declaration before the Mixed Commission provided for below 
or before its representatives. Tho choice of the husband carries 
with it that of the wife, the option of parents or guardians that of 
their children or wards aged less than 18 years. 

Article 6 

Those who emigi’ate will lose the nationality of the country 
which they abandon from the instant they leave it, and will acquire 
that ol the country of their destination as soon as they establish 
themselves in its territory. 

Article 7 > 

Those who, in execution of these clauses, take advantage of tho 
right of option shall have the right to carry with them, or to have 
transported, their movable property of any kind without any duty 
being imposed upon them on this account. 

Likewise, in case the right of option is exercised by the members 
of a community which after then’ departure must be dissolved, 
the emigrants shall have the right to carry freely, or to have trans- 
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ported, all the movable property belonging to their communities, 
churches, convents, schools, hospitals, and establishments of any 
kind. 

Article 8 

So far as their immovable property is concerned, rural or urban, 
as well as that belonging to their communities, churches, convents, 
hosiiituls, and establishments of any kind, it shall be liquidated by 
a Commission conforming to the following provisions. 

Article 9 

From the date of the coming into force of the present Treaty, 
there shall be created a Mixed Commission, appointed by the 
League of Nations, or, in case of its failure to do so, by the prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers, which shall have as its duty 
the supervision and facilitation of emigration, and the liquidation 
of the immovable property of emigrants. 

Each of the Allied Powers interested shall have a member on 
this Commission. 

Article 10 

In order to facilitate this work, Sub-Commissions shall be ap- 
pointed which shall deal with emigration between two countries, 
taking all measures suitable to assure the carrying out of the policy 
of emigration to the best interests of the emigrants. They shall fix 
the procedure of the declarations of emigration, and of the liqui- 
dation of the immovable iiroperty of emigrants. 

Each of these Sub-Commissions shall have three members; one 
representative of each of the two States interested, and a third 
member chosen by the Central Commission among its own members. 
The latter shall be chairman of the Sub-Commission. 

Article 11 

The Commission shall take the necessary measures with a view 
to the sale of immovable property of which the ownership is trans- 
ferred. They shall, in particular, estimate the value of immovable 
property by Mixed Commissions of experts, on which the persons 
interested shall be represented. 

The difference in value of immovable property of emigrants 
shall be paid in to the Central Commission by the Government of 
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the country of departure as soon as the former has notified it of 
the result of the oati?nate. One-fourth of this payment shall be 
made in the money of the country or its equivalent in francs, 
pounds sterliiif’, or dollais, and tlirec-fourths in short-term gold 
Treasury bonds in francs. 

Akticle 12 

The Commission shall advance to the emigrants the value of 
their immovable property determined as above. 

Akticle 13 

All civil or military pensions acquired by an emigrant at the 
date of the signature of the present Treaty shall be capitalized at 
the charge of the debtor Government, which must pay the amount 
to the Central Commission for the account of its owners. 

Article 14 

The Commission ahull hold its first mooting within the shortest 
possible time after the going into force of the present agreement; 
it shall meet thereafter at such periods as it may consider proper, 
and as may bo necessary with a view to the quickest possible 
accomplishment of its duties. 

Its duties shall be terminated within six months after the ex- 
piration of the period of four years provided by Article 5 of the 
present Treaty. 

Akticle 15 

The funds necessary to facilitate emigration shall be advanced 
by the States interested to the Central Commission on the condi- 
tions fixed by it, and on its demand alone. The Central Commission 
shall make such redistribution as it may judge proper to the pei'sons 
who exercise the right of option conferred on them. 

Article 16 

The expense of the support and operations of the Commission 
and its branches shall be borne by the Governments interested. 

In the meantime, it appears, the Greek delegation were 
making an effort to have the Serbian delegation join in the 
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proposed convention. This effort failed, as M. de Caligny, the 
French member of the Committee on New States, informed 
that body at its meeting of November 3, 1919. However, it 
was decided to send to the Serbian delegation the heads of 
agreement and to inquire whether they wished to participate. 
On November 8, 1919, hardly two days after the receipt of 
the communication, the Serbian delegation replied that they 
approved the ideas inspiring the draft, but did not believe 
either in the necessity or the advisability of the proposed 
clauses. Their view was that direct understandings between 
the two states interested would be more satisfactory. This 
view would have seemed reasonable enough, had it not been 
for the pretty obvious impossibility of bringing about any 
such understanding. 

The Committee decided that it would be useless to con- 
tinue by other means the effort to persuade the Serbians. The 
question then arose whether Bulgaria should be required to 
sign a convention with Greece alone. The Italian delegation 
expressed a negative opinion. The American delegation 
thought it might be well to put off the signature of such a 
convention until the question of Thrace was decided, as 
Thrace was one of the most important districts to which its 
provisions would apply. The British, French, and Japanese 
delegations considered that it would be desirable to require 
Bulgaria to sign the convention forthwith. It was pointed 
out that the convention would apply equally well to Thrace 
when its fate had been determined, and that the question of 
the adhesion of Turkey would be settled later, after the prin- 
ciple had been determined. 

On the agreement by the Committee that Bulgaria should 
be given an opportunity of presenting her observations on the 
convention, the Italian delegation withdrew their objection. 
The American delegation did not insist on postponement. The 
Committee then proceeded in its 59th, 60th, and 61st meet- 
ings, of November 13, 15, and 17, to examine the draft con- 
vention proposed by the Greek delegation. Only minor alter- 
ations were made by the Committee in the above draft as 
prepared by Mr. Politis. The definite draft was officially ao- 
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cepted by the Greek delegation and then submitted to the 
Supreme Council.^® 

§ 3. Acceptance of the Convention by Bulgaria. While 
the draft convention was being prepared by the Greek dele- 
gation in October, this delegation suggested that it was neces- 
sary to insert an article in the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria 
binding Bulgaria to accept provisions approved by the Allied 
and Associated Powers for reciprocal and voluntary emigra- 
tion. At that time the inclusion of Serbia in the Convention 
was still contemplated as a possibility. This suggestion was 
accepted by the Committee, and it appears that the insertion 
of the provision which formed article 66, paragraph 2, of the 
Treaty of Neuilly was made at the last moment before the 
draft Treaty was delivered to the Bulgarian delegation for 
its observations. 

On October 24, 1919, the Bulgarian delegation sent their 
observations on the provisions of articles 49 to 57 of the draft 
Peace Treaty, those concerning the Protection of Minorities. 
The delegation accepted all these provisions, called attention 
to the "pitiful state” of refugees in Bulgaria, and pointed out 
that “it is of pressing importance to settle the problem of 
emigration, from which Bulgaria suffers so much.” “For if 
the discontent of these refugees is further increased by a final 
refusal to permit them to return to their homes, this would 
constitute a constant obstacle to the calming of popular dis- 
content.” 

The Committee on New States, in considering the above 
remarks,’-^ found that among these refugees there were politi- 
cal agitators, whose return to the districts transferred to 
neighbor states would be undesirable. It was thought that it 
would not be just to impose on the Serb-Croat-Slovene State 
or on Greece the obligation of receiving an indefinite number 
of persons of possible active Bulgarian sympathies simply on 

It was first intended that the Convention should be signed also by the 
Allied and Associated Powers. Subsequently, on the suggestion of the Draft- 
ing Committee, the approval of the Allied and Associated Powers was put in 
the preamble of the Convention. 

u 64th meeting of the Committee, Ootober 28, 1919. 
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the ground of thoir previous residence in districts ])rovi()iisly, 
or by the present Treaty, coded to Serbia or to Greece. 

When the definite draft Convention was adopted by the 
Committee on New States on November 17, anti was to be 
submitted to the Supreme Council, the question arose whether 
it ought to be submitted to the Bulgarian delegation for its 
observations. The Committee agreed with the view of the 
American delegation that the impracticability of extending 
the Convention to other Balkan States might well cause the 
Bulgarian delegation to object that the provisions of the 
Convention were not ‘reciprocal’ in the spirit of article 56, 
paragraph 2, of the Peace Treaty, as they only concerned 
Bulgarian minorities in Greece and Greek minorities in Bul- 
garia, while they made no provision for the large Bulgarian 
minorities in Serbia and Dobrudja. In view of this fad, and 
because the proposed convention might appear to be an aggra- 
vation of the Treaty of Peace and go beyond the lerins of 
article 56, there was felt to be a moral oblige lion lo subinit 
the draft convention lo the Bulgarian delegnlion. 

On November 19, the Supreme Council approved a report 
of the Committee on New States incorporating the draft con- 
vention, and decided to submit the draft to the Bulgarian 
delegation. This was done on the same day, and on November 
23 a reply was received from the Bulgarian dolegation.^^ 
Four days later the Peace Treaty and the Convention were 
signed at Neuilly. 

The reply of the Bulgarian delegation stated that they 
approved entirely the provisions of the Convention and noted 
“with the greatest satisfaction that the draft was based upon 
entire reciprocity between the two States interested,” and 
"bastened to adopt its provisions all the more willingly be- 
cause the composition and functions of the Mixed Commis- 
sion were of such a nature as to inspire in it the greatest con- 
fidence.” A fuller acceptance of the Convention cannot be 
conceived. 

The Bulgarian reply asked only two questions with regard 
to the draft Convention. First, whether the taxes due to the 

i8 62d mefeting of the Committee on New States, November 34, 1919. 
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stale were to be paid I'ly tiio enugvauls. yecoiidly, the follow- 
ing queslion: “The Hulgai’iau Delegation umlcrstands that by 
virtue of Art. U, par. 2, au<l by application of the rules of 
reciprocity, the excess in value of the iininovablo property 
liquidated shall b(‘ paid to Ihc Stale inlerostecl and that par- 
ticularly it shall not be retained on account of the unilateral 
application, with regard only to Bulgaria, of Art. 177 (b) and 
(h) of the Peace Treaty. However, the conditions necessary 
for its appheations are completely lacking in this case, other- 
wise the reciprocity, by which the draft Convention is in- 
spired, would be vain and the financial situation of Bulgaria 
would have to support new charges, difficult at present to 
foresee.” 

The Committee decided on November 24, in examining the 
reply, to answer that the Bulgarian interpretation was cor- 
rect. This point is to be kept in mind. It is considered in a 
subsequent chapter.^® 

From the above, the following conclusions are to be drawn. 
First, the idea of a reciprocal emigration of national mi- 
norities botwoon Greooo and Bulgaria originated with Mr. 
Venizelos; secondly, the Convention respecting Reciprocal 
Emigration was couccivcd as a supplement to the provisions 
of the treaties for the protection of minorities; thirdly, the 
Bulgarian government welcomed the Convention with satis- 
faction ; and, lastly, the Convention was so drawn as to insure 
fuU reciprocity between the two countries. In this aU honor 
is due to the statesmen who drafted the Convention not on 
the basis of taking advantage of a defeated Bulgaria but of 
promoting and securing peace in the Balkans. 

§ 4. Protection, of national minorities by treaties. The 
Convention concerning Reciprocal Emigration between Greece 
and Bulgaria, the history of which is described above, at- 
tempted to solve the problem of Greek and Bulgarian minori- 
ties in the two countries in a more radical way than the 
provisions for the protection of minorities of the Treaty of 
NeuiUy and of the Treaty concerning the Protection of Mi- 
norities in Greece, signed at Sfevres, August 10, 1920. 

See Chapter XV, The Paymenls. 
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Under the provisions of the Treaty of Neuilly, part iii, 
section iv, Bulgaria undertook to assure full and complete 
protection of life and liberty to all inhabitants of Bulgaria 
without distinction of birth, nationality, language, race, or 
religion (article 50). Further, the Treaty provided (articles 
61-65) for equality before the law and enjoyment of equal 
civil and political rights for all Bulgarian nationals; for the 
free use of any language in private affairs; and for the right 
of racial, religious, or hnguistic minorities to establish and 
maintain charitable, religious, social, and educational institu- 
tions in Bulgaria. 

Greece, on the other hand, under the Minorities Treaty 
of 1920 undertook similar obligations. In addition, she prom- 
ised (article 3) to permit Bulgarian nationals habitually resi- 
dent in territories transferred to Greece by treaties subse- 
quent to January 1, 1913, to choose Bulgarian nationality. 
Persons thus choosing were to transfer their place of residence 
to Bulgaria within twelve months. They were entitled, how- 
ever, to retain their inomovable property in Greece. 

This provision seems quite extraordinary when it is com- 
pared with the Convention concerning Reciprocal Emigration 
of 1919, which was a specific attempt to encourage emigration 
and to liquidate the ffroperties of emigrants so that they 
should retain no link with the country which they left. By 
permitting members of the Bulgarian minority in Greece to 
choose Bulgarian nationality and quit the Greek territory and 
yet retain their properties in Greece, the Minorities Treaty 
encouraged irreconcilable Bulgarians to refuse to take advan- 
tage of ^e Convention respecting Reciprocal Emigration and 
to retain the hope that some day the territory in question 
would again become Bulgarian. 

In addition to this, article 4 of the Treaty concerning the 
Protection of Minorities in Greece recognized as Greek na- 
tionals persons of •‘Bulgarian nationality, born in the terri- 
tories transferred to Greece from parents habitually resident 
therein, even though such persons at the time of the coming 
into effect of the treaty were not habitually resident in 
Greece. In other words, all refugees in Bulgaria bom in Mace- 
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donia and Thrace under the above conditions were free to 
return to Greece and remain there. This, again, was in con- 
flict with the whole purpose of the Convention, that of 
clearing up the inextricable intermingling of the two racial 
elements in these territories and establishing a racial homo- 
geneity therein. 

This strange conflict between the two Conventions is only 
explained by the fact that the above provisions were typical 
of all the treaties concerning the protection of minorities 
drawn up by the Peace Conference, and by the further fact 
that when the Convention respecting Reciprocal Emigration 
was being drafted the Minorities Treaty was already pre- 
pared. Yet this treaty was not signed until several months 
later, and it is a great puzzle that the conflict with the pro- 
visions of the Convention of 1919 was not corrected. 

Be this as it may, it must be recalled that in 1919, when 
the treaties concerning the protection of minorities were be- 
ing prepared, great hopes were placed in the ef&cacy of their 
provisions. The hostility which they met from some of the 
states, as Jugoslavia, Rumania, and Poland, served only to 
enhance these hopes. It was a mark of great perspicacity on 
the part of the sponsors of the idea of the Convention respect- 
ing Reciprocal Emigration to realize that something more 
than treaty provisions for the protection of minorities was 
necessary if it was desired to eradicate the causes of racial 
antagonism between Greece and Bulgaria. 

§ 5. Contents of the Convention concerning Reciprocal 
Emigration. The Convention concerning Reciprocal Emigra- 
tion was intended to encourage reciprocal voluntary emigra- 
tion of the national minorities of the two countries. Its first 
article declared that the Contracting Parties recognized the 
right of those of their subjects belonging to racial, religious, 
or linguistic minorities to emigrate freely to their respective 
territories. The signatory states undertook to facilitate, by all 
the means at their disposal, the exercise of that right, and to 
place no restriction on the right of emigration, except in the 
case of a person definitely sentenced for an infraction of 
ordinary law (articles 2 and 3). 
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The voluntary character of the emigration is particularly 
emphasized. The agreement was primarily not for carrying 
out the emigration, but for recognizing the right of national 
minorities to emigrate and for facilitating the exercise of such 
right. At the same time no provision was made against com- 
pelling national minorities to emigrate. The emphasis is put 
on securing the exercise of the right; it was agreed “not to 
place directly or indirectly any restriction on the right of 
emigration, notwithstanding laws or regulations to the con- 
trary.” 

Since the Convention sot up a machinery for facilitating 
and supervising the emigration, it was provided that persons 
desirous of obtaining the advantages of the Convention should 
exercise the right of emigration within a period of two years 
from the constitution of the Mixed Commission, by means of 
a declaration before the Commission or its representatives. 
The emigrants were to lose the nationality of the country 
which they left and acquire that of the country of destina- 
tion (articles 4 and 5). 

For the purpose of facilitating the exercise of the right of 
emigration and removing any obstacle thereto, the Conven- 
tion contained provisions calculated to guard against pecuni- 
ary injury to the emigrants. The latter could take away their 
movable property, enjoying for this purpose exemption from 
custom duties in both countries. On the other hand, their im- 
movable property was to be liquidated by a Mixed Commis- 
sion, according to a procedure to be determined by it, and was 
to be paid for by the Commission from funds placed at its 
disposal by tho two governments (articles 6, 7, and 10). 

Within three months from the entry into force of the Con- 
vention, a Mixed Commission was to be constituted, composed 
of a member appointed by each of the signatory states con- 
cerned, and of an equal number of members of another na- 
tionality, appointed by the Council of the League of Nations. 

14 The draft prepared by the Greek delegation and submitted to the 
Committee on New States provided for a period of four years. In this it 
showed a closer grasp on realities. As will be seen, the period of two years 
had t6 be lengthened to four See fn/ra, p. 91. 
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One of Ihc latter members was io be the President of the 
Commission. 

The Commission was to decide by a majority vote, the 
President having a casting vote in case of a tie. The powers 
of the Coiiunission were to be these: To supervise and facili- 
tate the voluntary emigration; to liquidate the immovable 
property of the emigrants; to fix the conditions of emigration 
and of liquidation of real property; and, in general, to take 
the measures rendered necessary by the execution of the Con- 
vention, and to decide all questions to which the Convention 
might give rise (articles 8 and 9). 

In view of the lack of provisions in the Convention with 
regard to the bases of appraisal and liquidation of estates of 
emigrants, it is clear that the discretionary powers of the 
Commission were large. The two governments were to turn 
over to the Commission, for transmission to the rightful par- 
ties, the value of Ihe real properties liquidated, which were to 
remain the properties of the said governments. The expenses 
for Iho maintenance and working of the Commission and its 
agencies were to be borne by the governments concerned in 
proportions to be determined by the Commission (articles 10, 
11, and 13). 

The Convention had a political purpose, namely, to clear 
up an atmosphere heavy with national animosities and his- 
torical enmities. It was meant not only to facilitate the emi- 
gration of dissatisfied minorities, but also to compose diffi- 
culties created in the past. The Commission was, accordingly, 
given the additional authority to liquidate properties left by 
Bulgarians or Greeks who, prior to the coming into force of 
the Convention, had already emigrated to the country to 
which they belonged by race, religion, or language (article 
12) . This provision had been contained in the draft prepared 
by the Greek delegation. 

§ 6. Ratification and application of the Convention. The 
Convention was ratified by both countries. The exchange of 
ratifications took place at Paris on August 9, 1920.^® Acoord- 

^0 League ol Nations, Treaty Series, i, p 68. 
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ing to its final provisions, the Convention was to be ratified 
and to come into effect at the same time that the Treaty 
of Neuilly should be ratified and enter into force as between 
Greece and Bulgaria. The Treaty of Neuilly went into effect 
on August 9, 1920. This date, then, is that on which the Con- 
vention concerning Rceiproeal Emigration became effective. 

The Convention did not become applicable in Thrace im- 
mediately. This province, which Bulgaria by the Treaty of 
Neuilly had ceded to the Principal Allied and Associated Pow- 
ers, was ceded to Greece by the Principal Allied and Associ- 
ated Powers by the Treaty concerning Thrace, signed at 
Sevres on August 10, 1920, but not ratified until August 6, 
1924, long after the Conference of Lausanne.^® Article 3 pro- 
vided that “the provisions of the Convention concluded on 
November 27, 1919, between Greece and Bulgaria, relating to 
reciprocal emigration, will apply ipso facto to the territories 
referred to in Article 1." The Treaty of Lausanne of July 24, 
1923, ratified on the same date as the treaty last named, con- 
firmed the cession of Western Thrace to Greece and defined 
the boundary between it and the territories possessed by 
Tui'key. The Mixed Commission, taking note of a declaration 
of the Greek member, affirmed that the application of the 
Convention in Thrace began on October 26, 1923.^'^ 

The Convention, composed of sixteen articles, was not an 
entirely satisfactory document. It left far too many questions 
to be determined by the Mixed Commission. It bears the 
earmarks of hasty preparation. Most of its provisions refer to 
the right of emigration itself and few deal with the property 
interests. Such important questions as that of the properties 
of communities; the definition and delimitation of the persons 
who had already emigrated from the two countries; the bases 
of appraisal of properties; the payments under the Conven- 
tion, etc., were either left undetermined or merely outlined. 
These questions came up again and again in the deliberations 
of the Commission, often raised insurmountable difficulties. 

For the text of the Tieaty, see League of Nations, Treaty Senes, xxvjii, 
pp. 226-342. The ratification by Greece was deposited February 11, 1924. 

”See Commission Mixte Gieoo-Bulgaie, Prools-Verbaux, viii, 156th meet, 
October 26, 192S, p. 1014. 
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and caused excessive delays in the completion and termina- 
tion of the work of the Commission. 

§ 7. The Rules for the execution of the Convention. In 
view of this character of the Convention, other documents 
were subsequently necessary to supplement it. The Rules on 
the Reciprocal and Voluntary Emigration of Greek and Bul- 
garian Minorities were worked out in 1922 by the Mixed 
Commission. They were meant to determine the rules to be 
followed by the Commission in facilitating and supervising 
the emigration of minorities, the liquidation of properties, and 
the duties and rights of emigrants. 

The Commission adopted the Rules on March 6, 1922; 
and on the same date it communicated them to the two inter- 
ested governments, with the request that they take the neces- 
sary measures for rendering the Rules effective in their 
respective territories.^® The two governments approved the 
Rules and published them in their respective official journals. 
They also took the legislative and adimnisti’ative measures 
required for the application of the Rules in their entirety. As 
the application of these measures was subject in each coun- 
try to the condition of reciprocity, the Mixed Commission on 
November 11, 1922,^® declared that such reciprocity existed, 
and decided to proceed forthwith with the application of the 
Rules.®® 

§ 8. Contents of the Rules. The Rules, composed of sev- 
enty-six articles, were divided into two parts. The first sec- 
tion of the first part dealt with general questions. It was 
provided that freedom of emigration and the exercise of the 
other rights arising under the Convention were to be secured 
through the Mixed Commission and its agents. Such agents 
were to be the Sub-Commissions and such others as the Com- 
mission was to appoint. The Sub-Commissions were to decide 


18 Proofes-Veibavix, v, 96tih meet , p. 662, and 99th moot., pp. 676-678. 
i» Proefes-Verbaux, vL llStji meet., pp. 785-786. The lules were appioved 
and pubbahed in. the Omcial Journal in Bulgaria June 28, 1922, and in Greece 
September 1, 1922. The laws were published in Bulgaria May 1, 1922, and 
Greece June 2/16, and August 11/24, 1922. 

8 “ The Rules were amended m many lespoota by subsequent decisions of 
the Commission, for which no expboit approval of the governments was 
lequired. 
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in the first instance, in conformity with the Rules and the 
instructions received from the Mixed Commission, all ques- 
tions relating to concrete cases of emigration of persons be- 
longing to the minorities and domiciled in their district. Ar- 
ticle 6 provided also that the Sub-Commissions should make a 
first appraisal of the real property that new and former emi- 
grants desired to have liquidated by the Mixed Commission. 
The proces-verhaux of such appraisals were to bo submitted 
to the Commission, which would determine finally the amount 
to be paid.“^ Article 6 laid down the rule that all decisions 
of the Sub-Commissions were to be subject to revision by 
the Mixed Commission in case of appeal or at the initiative of 
the Commission. This rule later suffered many qualifications. 

Section II of the first part dealt with the conditions re- 
quired for admission to the benefits of the Convention; Sec- 
tion III with the rights and obligations of persons admitted 
to such benefits. Such persons were distinguished as future 
emigrants and persons who had already emigrated. A third 
class was constituted by the communities (communautis) . 
These were regarded by the Rules as juristic persons, and the 
same criteria of race, language, and religion were applied to 
them as to physical persons. All this part of the Rules was 
modified by subsequent decisions of the Commission, as will 
be seen in following chapters. 

The Rules further determined the conditions and facilities 
of emigration, and defined the property which the emigrants 
could take with them and that which could be liquidated by 
the Commission or sold by the emigrants themselves. The 
Rules also specified that the basis of appraisal of real estate 
should be "the actual value at the time of liquidation,” and 
that payments should bo made partly in cash and partly in 
government bonds. Special provisions were made for persons 
who had already emigrated and for the restitution to them of 
property confiscated or subjected to restrictions during their 
abseaiee from the counfay. 

The second part of the Rules dealt with questions of pro- 

ample method of appraisal proved, as might have beea expected, 
tippfectioahle. Thft ^ual methods in which vanous kmds of propeities weie 
«ie di^BWed in following ohapteis. 
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cedurc, relating, to the declaration of emigration; the proof 
of membership in a racial, religious, or linguistic minority; 
the application for liquidation; the establishment of the prop- 
erty rights of applicants ; the appraisal of properties, and so 
forth. 

The Rules were hardly adequate for the proper execution 
of the Convention. After more than a year from the time of 
the constitution of the Commission had been allowed to go 
by without any serious work, the actual drawing up of the 
Rules was hurriedly completed in less than two months. The 
result was a defective document, which had to be completed, 
corrected, and modified by a great number of subsequent de- 
cisions of the Commission. The various decisions of the Com- 
mission completing or modifsdng the Rules will be referred 
to below as the various questions are considered. 

§ 9. The Plan of Payment. At the same time with its work 
on the Rules, the Mixed Commission began to draw up the 
Plan of Pasonent. The Plan was adopted December 8, 1922,^^ 
and approved by the two governments. Its purpose was to 
establish the rules according to which payments were to be 
made by the Greek and Bulgarian governments to emigrants, 
and to regulate the transfer of funds from the one country 
to the other. The two governments were to advance to the 
Mixed Commission the funds necessary for the pa 3 rment of 
Ihe value of the liquidated property, which was to remain the 
property of the two governments. The Plan established the 
rule that ten per cent of the appraisal of the real estates of 
emigrants was to be paid in cash by the country in which. such 
estates were to be left. The remaining ninety per cent of the 
appraisal was to be paid in public bonds, bearing interest, of 
the state to which the emigrants transferred themselves. Each 
government, in this respect, was put in the other’s place for 
the pa 3 anent of ninety per cent of the appraisal. The Plan 
was based on the assumption that the liquidation of the real 
estates of emigrants would be made before their departure 
from their country of origin. In fact, the situation developed 
otherwise. A great number of emigrants left their country of 

^It waiS eubsequeatly amended on September 28 and October 26, 1923. 
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origin, in order to establish themselves in the country to 
which in race, religion, or language they were akin, before the 
liquidation of their property was completed. 

Accordingly the Commission, on August 14, 1926,^'^ 
adopted a new Plan to adapt the payments to the new con- 
ditions. This new Plan, not being approved by either of the 
two governments, never went into effect. The other provisions 
of the Plan of 1922 dealt with the general organization of 
payments, the cash payments and the mechanism of the pay- 
ments in bonds, the liquidation accounts between the two 
governments, the regulation of the debts between them and 
between the National Banks of the two countries, and, lastly, 
the guarantees given by each government for the bonds. 

§ 10. The Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement. With the ter- 
mination of the work of liquidation by the Mixed Commission, 
the subject of payments assumed a great importance and 
caused continuous friction between the two governments and 
the Commission. The question of adequate guarantees to be 
given by each country for the bonds delivered to emigrants 
and of the amortization of such bonds as well as the question 
of settlement of accounts between the two countries formed 
the subjects of long negotiations between the Mixed Commis- 
sion, the Pinancial Committee of the League of Nations, and 
the governments concerned. These resulted finally in an agree- 
ment, known as the Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement from the 
names of the Ministers of Finance of the two countries, who 
negotiated and signed it at Geneva on December 9, 1927, with 
the cooperation of the Financial Committee of the League of 
Nations and the advice and assent of the President of the 
Commission. This Agreement was meant to take the place of 
article 9, paragraphs 2, 3, and 4, and articles 11-19 of the 
Plan of Payment of December 8, 1922. It was ratified by the 
Bulgarian government on April 3, 1928, and by the Greek 
government on December 9, 1928. The ratifications were de- 
posited at the Secretariat of the League of Nations on Febru- 
ary 22 and March 8, 1929, respectively. This Agreement is 
considered in Chapter XV. 

Mproofe-Verbuint, jev, 278th meet, pp. 1788-88. 
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THE MIXED COMMISSION: ITS AGENCIES 
AND THEIR WORK 


§ 11. Conatitulion of the Mixed Commission. 

§ 12. Duties of the Commission. 

§ 13. Qualifications of (he membera of the Commission. 

§ 14. Juridical and political status of the Commission. 

§ 16. Intcifeicnce of the Council of the League. 

S 16. Substitutes for members of the Commission. 

§ 17. Place of meeting of tlie Commission. 

§ 18. Decisions of the Commission. 

§ 19. CoiTospondencc with the two Governments. 

§ 20. Immunities and privileges of the Commission and its agents. 

§ 21. The throe periods of the work of the Commiasion. 

§ 22. Personnel of the Commission. 

§ 23. Sub-Commissions and Centres. 

§ 24. Their duties and functions. 

§ 26. Other agents of the Commission. 

§ 26. Decisions of agents of the Commission. 

§ 27. Network formed by this organization. 

§ 28. Inefficicuoy of the agents. 

§ 29. Goneml scheme of the work. 

§ 11. Constitution o£ the Mixed Commission. According 
to article 8 of the Convention concerning Reciprocal Emigra- 
tion of November 27, 1919, the Mixed Commission was to be 
created within three months from the entry into force of the 
Convention. As the Convention came into force August 9, 
1920, the Commission should have been constituted by No- 
vember 9, 1920. As a matter of fact it was not constituted 
until December 18, 1920, at which date its members met at 
Geneva and exchanged their full powers. The Commission de- 
cided that this date should be considered as that of its con- 
stitution.^ Eor the appointment of the two neutral members 
of the Commission the intervention of the Council of the 
League of Nations was necessary, according to article 8 of the 
Convention. 

^See League of Nations, Document C. 442. M. 819. 1921. I. 
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The Council decided on September 20, 1920, upon two 
neutral members of the Mixed Commission, whose names do 
not appear in the Proces-V erbal of the Session of the Council. 
The Chairman was requested, in consultation with the Secre- 
tary-General, to take the steps required to make the appoint- 
ments final. On October 20,^ the Council was informed by the 
Greek member, Mr. Demetrius Caclamanos, that one of the 
two members invited to sit on the Commission had agreed to 
sit and the other had refused. M. Paul H 3 anans, the Belgian 
Member of the Council, was asked to find a substitute. It 
would seem that Commandant Marcel de Roover of Belgium 
was this second choice, in place, perhaps, of the Swiss judge 
Thelin. Lieutenant-Colonel A. C. Corfe, from New Zealand, 
was the other neutral member appointed to the Commission. 
Colonel Corfe acted as President for the first six months from 
the constitution of the Commission. Mr. G, Tsorbazoglou, 
resident minister, and Mr. Vladimir Robeff were the members 
appointed by the Greek and Bulgarian governments respec- 
tively. 

The Convention provided (article 8) that the Chairman 
of the Commission should be chosen from the two neutral 
members, but it was not specified who was to appoint him. 
The choice of the President, as the Rapporteur to the Council 
of the League, M. L4on Bourgeois, noted, was of special im- 
portance; according to article 9 of the Convention he had the 
casting vote in case of an equal division. The Council recom- 
mended that the two members appointed by it should act as 
President in turn, each for six months, and that the first 
President should be chosen by lot at the first meeting of the 
Commission, 

On March 23, 1926, Major de Roover requested to be re- 
lieved of his duties, and M. James de Reynier, of Switzerland, 
was appointed in his place as of June 15, 1926,® 

§1‘2. Duties of the Commission. The Commission was 
granted veiy large powers by the Convention. It had, in the 

•Le»^ of Nationfl, Counioil Prooha-V eibal oj the Tenth Session, p. 9, 
•See Le^e of UatiouB, Official Journal, August, 1926, p. 1069; Commis- 
aion Mixte, ProcSs-Verbaux, adr, 268th meet., p. 1727, 
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first place, to make sure of the voluntary character of the 
emigration, to see that it was properly carried out, and that 
no pecuniary damage was suffered by the emigrants. It was 
to determine whether and in what cases the members of com- 
munities dissolved by reason of the emigration should have 
the power to take away freely the movable property belonging 
to such communities. It was to proceed to the appraisal of 
immovable property; to determine the procedure of liquida- 
tion ; to receive funds from the two governments and to make 
payments to individual emigrants; and, in general, to take 
all measures required for the execution of the Convention. 
The Commission was to serve, so to speak, as an intermediary 
agency between the governments and the emigrants, and to 
see that the latter should receive no pecuniary damage by 
reason of their emigration. It was endowed with functions of 
a legislative, administrative, and judiciary character, as will 
be seen later in this chapter. Its work involved many delicate 
legal questions, such as the determination of the bases of 
appraisal of properties, the status of communities of emigrant 
minorities and their properties, the interpretation of the tan- 
gled provisions of the land law in regions formerly under 
Turkish rule, and so on. 

§ 13. Qualifications of the members of the Commission. 
Under these conditions it would seem evident that the neu- 
tral members appointed to the Commission should have been 
persons not only absolutely impartial and disinterested, but 
also possessed of great ability in handling complex situations, 
and of the legal training and judicial attitude necessary for 
deciding tangled legal questions. 

Originally, the name of M. Thclin, a Swiss Federal Judge, 
was put before the Council of the League of Nations for 
membership in the Commission. This would have been a 
happy choice. It is probable that he declined and that Com- 
mandant Marcel de Hoover was the second choice. With re- 
gard to the second neutral member of the Commission, it was 
stated by M. L4on Bourgeois, then President of the Council, 
that it would be advisable to reserve the seat for a national 
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of one of the British Dominions, “which had not yet had an 
opportunity of participating in the work of the League.” * 
Without reflecting on the appointee from New Zealand, one 
may doubt whether the institution of Mixed Commissions 
should serve as an opportunity for nationals of various coun- 
tries to learn to participate in the work of the League. Cer- 
tainly, the confidence in international institutions is severely 
damaged when the appointees are not qualified by the train- 
ing and experience needed for the work they are called upon 
to execute. 

In the case of the Mixed Commission, the neutral mem- 
bers, besides possessing the above-stated qualifications, needed 
to be persons of prestige and authority, with ability to deal 
with such imponderable elements as differences of national 
psychology and modes of thought, and a working experience 
with financial questions, questions of value and price, assess- 
ment of damages, etc. Nor could their ignorance or inability 
in these respects be wholly supplied by advice given by vari- 
ous experts. For it was of the utmost importance that their 
authority and prestige in the eyes of the members represent- 
ing the two countries should be of a high level, if an efficient 
Commission was to be set up. In the countries where the Com- 
mission was to function only personal prestige and authority 
could be victorious against the antagonistic spirit of the na- 
tional members. 

The writer has ascertained from his study of the Proebs- 
Verbam of the Mixed Commission, as well as from personal 
observation and information gathered at Geneva, Sofia, and 
Athens, that the neutral members of the Mixed Commission 
lacked the qualifications most necessary for this work. Colonel 
A. C. Corfe, of New Zealand, was the member appointed with 
the desire of giving to this Dominion “an opportunity of par- 
ticipating in the work of the League.” He would be a perfect 
member of a Commission for delimitation of boundaries, but 
it is doubtful whether he had any place in a Commission hav- 
ing to deal with economic and legal questions. His reports to 
the Commission disclose that he never really appreciated the 

* See League of Nations, Council, Proois-Yerbal oj the Ninth Seision, p. 5. 
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extent of its work, and ho had no abihiy, or made no signifi- 
cant effort, to speed up the work. In some quarters there 
existed doubt of his entire impartiality.® 

Commandant de Hoover, from Belgium, gave to the work 
of the Commission the benefits of a keen intelligence and an 
enormous activity. Indeed, his was a devastating activity to 
such an extent that it annoyed one of the two governments, 
which brought about a request from M. de Roover to be re- 
lieved from his duties. M. de Roover’s ability manifested itself 
in drawing perfect theoretical plans for the work of the Com- 
mission which could not possibly be executed in reality. He 
withdrew from the Commission before the main work of liqui- 
dation began. 

His successor, M. James de Rcynier, of Switzerland, was 
former Chairman of the Danzig Harbor and Waterways 
Board; former member of the Committee of Experts for the 
delimitation of the Port of Danzig for the purposes of the 
Polish Postal Service; and former Provisional Records Com- 
missioner for the Saar Basin plebiscite. His impai’tiality and 
fairness were never doubted. He was very industrious, and 
imbued with the desire of completing the work of the Com- 
mission. His mind remained always alert and resourceful. But 
his reports to the Commission show that his expectations and 
conclusions were divorced from reality. The work of liquida- 
tion remained somewhat outside his comprehension. He was 
not possessed of legal training. 

Similar remarks may be made with respect to the members 
appointed by each of the two governments concerned. The 
Bulgarian member, Mr. Vladimir Robeff, was replaced on 
July 22, 1925, by Mr. G, Djoudjeff who remained continuously 
in service from that time. The original Greek member, Mr. 
G. Tsorbazoglou, was replaced successively by Messrs. P. 
Metaxas (August 8, 1924, to February 21, 1925), Colocotroni 
(to May 1, 1925), Joannes Papas (to February 3, 1926), C. 
Xanthopoulos (to May 5, 1926), S. Gheorgopoulos (to Jan- 
uary 18, 1929), and G. Exintaris. The common criticism to be 

•> for inslanoe, tis action, in bringing about a modification of the rate 
of conversion of biuldmgs, and the discussions m the Commission, infra, 
§§ 101-103. 
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made against these iiieinbers is that they were all diplomats 
primarily and not lawyers or practical men. The frequent 
change in the person of the Greek representative has not per- 
mitted continuity and unity in the preparation of his work or 
in his position and views. Mr. S. Gheorgopoulos has been un- 
doubtedly the outstanding national member of the Commis- 
sion. It was due to his industry and practical mind that the 
Commission completed the most of its work during the two 
and a half years of his service on the Commission.® Butj 
strangely and needlessly he too often antagonized the neutral 
members of the Commission; this caused a slowing up of 
the work, ill feehngs, and a spirit of opposition to his proposals 
even though they were sound. 

In general, and especially in the first part of the life of the 
Commission, an antagonistic spirit prevailed between the 
national members. Each took a different view on many points, 
not always very essential, and showed a determination to abide 
by his view, forgetful of the advantages of a speedy termina- 
tion of the work of the Commission. 

§ 14. Juridical and political status of the Commission. 
The intervention of the Council of the League was necessary 
only for the appointment of die two neutral members of the 
Commission. When the question of the nomination of these 
members came up before the Council of the League, it was 
clearly understood that "the responsibility of the Council was 
limited to the appointihent of the Commissioners, and that 
it was not required to interfere with the general activities of 
the Commission,” and that "these [members] shall act under 
the control and the responsibility of the High Contracting 
Powers,” ^ viz., Greece and Bulgaria. This was not, however, 
the original feeling of the two members nominated by the 
Council of the League, who took upon themselves, quite un- 
warrantedly, the title of "delegates of the League of Nations,” 
and considered themselves entitled to report to the Secretary- 

* See bis oomptehensive leports fiom touia of inspeotion and action on his 
propOBals. Commiaaion Mixte, Pvocis-Verbaux, xxi, meeting, August 18, 
1927, annex i; xxii, 37l8t meeting, October 6, 1927, p. 1. 

’'See League of Hatiene, Council, Prochs-Verbal oj ihe Ninth Seadon, 
pp. 6, 121; and of League of Nations, Official Journal, October, 1920, pp 
410-413. 
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General on the work of the Commission. This was given up 
later, at the instance, it is believed, of the Greek member, 
Mr. Gheorgopoulos.® 

The understanding of the Council of the League was that 
the neutral members were to act under the authority and 
on behalf of the countries concerned. This meant, of course, 
the joint authority of the two countries. But what did this 
'authority’ signify, and how was it different from the author- 
ity exercised by each of the two governments over its own 
appointees? 

This question came up often at the meetings of the Com- 
naission. Three different positions seem to have been sup- 
ported. The Greek position was that the neutral members of 
the Commission were merely high functionaries of the two 
governments, deriving their authority and their powers solely 
from the confidence of the said governments. According to 
this view, the two neutral members did not differ from the 
other two members of the Commission, except in that they 
were appointed by the Council of the League and that they 
assumed in turn the Presidency of the Commission, The Bul- 
garian position was that the four members of the Commission 
should be considered as four arbitral judges, of whom two 
were interested in the questions decided, while the two others 
should give a disinterested opinion. The neutral members of 
the Commission seemed to hold the view that they were two 
arbiters deciding questions between two parties, the members 
representing the two governments. 

None of these three views seemed to fit with the pro- 
visions of the Convention which defined the powers of the 
Commission, Indeed, article 9 of the Convention, besides 
enumerating in the first two paragraphs some of the functions 
to be exercised by the Commission, provided, in the third 
paragraph, that "in general, the Mixed Commission shall have 
full powers to take the measures rendered necessary by the 

8 See League of Nations, Document C. M. 319. 1921. 1 ; Commission 
Mixte, Proefes-Verbaux, viii, August 30, 1923, p, 981. See also Proefes-Verbaux 
until December IS, 1926 (xiii, 249th. meeting) where the neutral members are 
designated as “Delegates of the League of Nations." For some time after 
December 21, 1925, they are designated as "Members appointed by tiie 
Coimoil of the League of Nations," and later merely as “neutral members,” 
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execution of the present Convention and to decide all ques- 
tions to which this Convention may give rise.” If this pro- 
vision be considered in connection with that of article 15, that 
“the High Contracting Parties undertake to make in their 
respective legislation the modifications necessary to secure the 
execution of the present Convention,” it wiU be seen that the 
Mixed Commission as a body was given practically unlimited 
powers, so far as the execution of the Convention was con- 
cerned. The Commission had the power to interpret the Con- 
vention, to fix the conditions of emigration and of liquidation 
of real property, and to take all necessary measures. The two 
governments were bound to make the required payments, 
to put no obstacles in the way of emigration under the Con- 
vention, and to modify their laws when necessary to secure 
the execution of the Convention. It might be said ® that the 
internal sovereignty of the two governments was limited with 
regard to the matters dealt with by the Convention, for which 
the jurisdiction of the Mixed Commission was paramount. 

To this position of the Mixed Commission under the Con- 
vention accords the provision of the fourth paragTaph of ar- 
ticle 9, that the decisions of the Commission should be taken 
by a majority vote, the Chairman’s vote being decisive in 
case of tie. In view of the fact that only a neutral member 
of the Commission could hold the ofi&ce of Chairman, it fol- 
lows that the votes of the two neutral members in the Mixed 
Commission could decide all questions. Under these condi- 
tions, it would be futile to argue that these two members 
were “under the authority and joint control of the two gov- 
ernments.” These terms, as used in the report of M. Bourgeois, 
could have no legal connotation and must be taken only in 
a general political sense. This, indeed, is consistent with the 
fact that the Mixed Commission and its agents were to be 
maintained, under the provision of article 13, by funds pro- 
vided by the two governments. The governments, then, could 
presumably kill the Mixed Commission by ceasing to defray 
the expenses of its maintenance. The further political signifi- 
cance of the terms “authority and joint control of the two 

•See on this point Andr^ Wurfbain, Uiohange ChrhoO'Bvlgtxre des minoritSa 
eihnigues (Lausanne, 1930), pp, 66 S. 
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governmenta” is that a neutral member losing the confidence 
of one of these governments could be made to resign from 
the Commission. 

However, for all practical purposes, it should be under- 
stood that the Mixed Commission was free from the control 
of the two governments, and that this was so by reason of 
the fact that the national members, each of whom presumably 
acted in accordance with instructions from his government, 
formed the minority in the Mixed Commission as against the 
two neutral members. 

In practice, the action of the Mixed Commission con- 
formed to the above theory of its juridical and political status. 
Indeed, the Commission, according to the position of the neu- 
tral members stated above, would have the right to take de- 
cisions even though one of the national members should be 
absent, A motion, however, by the President to have the 
Commission take a decision to that effect was not insisted 
upon against the objection of the national members. On the 
other hand, the consequence of the acceptance of the Greek 
position would be that the Commission could not decide any- 
thing against the combined votes of the two national mem- 
bers, which expressed the agreement of the two governments. 
In fact the practice was that, inasmuch as the two neutral 
members had a preponderance of votes over those of the 
Greek and Bulgarian members, the Commission took many 
decisions by the vote of the neutral members.^® It is well 
that it did. In very numerous instances the work of the Com- 
mission would have remained at a standstill if the opposition 
of the two national members could have prevented the taking 
of a decision. This was the fate of the Mixed Commission for 
the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations, the neutral 
members of which did not constitute a majority.^ ^ 

§ 15. Interference of the Council of the League. The 
original disinclination of the Council of the League to inter- 
fere with the general activities of the Mixed Commission was 

“See, for instance, ProoSs-Verbaux, xvi, 302d meet.; xvii, 327th meet.; 
xix, 34Sth. meet., p. 2; 363d meet., p. 15; xxi, 856th meet., p. 8. At this 

last meeting the Commission decided to increase the number of functionaries 
against the objections of the Greek and Bulgarian members that the budgets 
of their countries could not support any additional burden. 

See inSra, § 239. 
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overcome at a later time, in consequence of the serious fron- 
tier incidents between Greece and Bulgaria in October, 1926. 
The Commission of Inquiry appointed to investigate these 
incidents submitted to the Council of the League two political 
recommendations which were adopted by the Council on De- 
cember 14, 1925.^^ They called for the hastening of the liqui- 
dation of emigrants’ properties and for the extension of the 
time-limit for the deposit of applications for the liquidation 
of properties of Bulgarian refugees in Bulgaria who came 
from Greece. Reports on the carrying out of these recommen- 
dations were sent to the Secretariat of the League and sub- 
mitted to the Council until September, 1927. At that time,^® 
the Council thought that it no longer need occupy itself with 
the activities of the Commission. At the same time, however, 
it requested the Financial Committee of the League to give 
advice on any technical aspects of the financial side of the 
liquidation to the President of the Commission whenever he 
should wish to consult them. This opened a now avenue for 
the intervention of the Council. The neutral members of the 
Commission availed themselv^ generously of this opportunity 
of bringing to bear upon the two governments the influence 
of the League. As will be seen, this influence was continuously 
exercised thenceforth.^^ 

The neutral members of the Commission, however, took 
so much advantage of the authorization given by the Council 
to consult the Financial Committee that on one occasion their 
trip to Geneva was regarded as calculated to put undue pres- 
sure upon the Greek government. Steps taken by the Greek 
government and the Financial Committee compelled the neu- 
tral member. Colonel Corfe, to renounce his trip to Geneva, 
and obliged the President, who had started for Geneva, to con- 
tinue his voyage to Paris and London, where a rendezvous was 
arranged for him by the President of the Financial Com- 
mittee.^® 

League of Nations, Official Journal, February, 1926, pp. 172-176. See also 
in/rtt, p. ffiJ. 

IS /bid., October, 1927, p. 1112. 

lit Seo tn/ro, $ 209. 

1® Pioo&B-Verbaux, xiodi, 469Ui meet., January 14, 1928, p. 2. 
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§ 16. Substitutes for members of the Commission. No 
provision was made in the Convention for appointing substi- 
tutes for the members of the Commission, either those ap- 
pointed by the two governments or those nominated by the 
Council of the League. The Council thought it proper that 
the right should be given to the members whom it appointed 
to nominate substitutes in case of their absence, and that they 
should inform the Secretary-General of the League by tele- 
gram of such nomination. Later the Mixed Commission de- 
cided, on December 20, 1920, that the Greek and Bulgarian 
members must be represented by substitutes designated by 
them whenever they were prevented from attending a meet- 
ing.^® In case no such substitute was designated, the Mixed 
Commission decided (against a proposition of the President 
to the effect that the Commission should not be prevented 
from holding meetings and taking decisions) that a protest 
should be addressed by the President to the governments con- 
cerned.^'^ The neutral members of the Commission were on 
several occasions represented by Secretaries of the Commis- 
sion, or by a President of a Sub-Commission.^® But when a 
neutral member was unable to attend the meetings by reason 
of sickness, the Commission decided that it would hold meet- 
ings and take decisions by majority vote of its three other 
members. Each of the latter, however, would have the right 
to oppose the taking of any decision unless the sick neutral 
member should be consulted and should express his opinion 
by a representative.^® 

§ 17. Place of meeting of the Commission. The Commis- 
sion met for the first time at Geneva on December 18, 1920. 


isProofea-Verbaux, i, 2d meet., p. 6. 

If Proces-Verbaux, xv, 271st meet., July 7, 1926, pp, 1743-46. 

the depai'ture of the Presidoat of the Commission, de Reynier, to 
Geneva, in September, 1927, a President of a Sub-Commission was asked, by 
him to take his place at the meeting of the Commission. This was in accord- 
ance with iko view taken by the Council of the League. But M. de Reynior 
did not notify the Greek and Bulgarian members of the substitution. Por this 
reason the Greek member refused to attend the Meetings of September 14 
and 15. These two meetings were then held as extraordinary meetings and not 
as meetings of the Mixed Commission and dealt only with an urgent question. 
The Commission met again on September 22, when M. de Reynier returned 
from Geneva. Proefes-Verbaux, xxii, 3d and 4th extraordinary meetings. 

10 Procis-Verbaux, ix, 171st meet., February 6, 1924, pp. 1076, 1077. 
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FVom this date until January 20, 1921, it held at Geneva 
twenty-seven meetings in an effort to arrive at an interpreta- 
tion of the Convention. At the end of January it proceeded 
to Sofia and in March to Athens/® where it remained until 
December 9, 1922, when it suspended its meetings, to resume 
them on February 5, 1923, at Sofia.®^ In the meantime the 
Sub-Commissions began the preparatory work in Bulgaria and 
Macedonia and the Commission thought it advisable to be 
near the centres of emigration and liquidation. But on No- 
vember 7, 1924, it accepted the proposal of the Greek gov- 
ernment and decided to transfer its seat to Athens.^® It 
returned again to Sofia on October 1, 1926,®® where it sat con- 
tinuously, with the exception of brief visits to Saloniki and 
Geneva, until March 15, 1929. At that time the seat of the 
Commission was again transferred to Athens.®* 

§ 18. Decisions of the Commission. The Commission, as 
stated above, could take decisions by a majority vote. As a 
matter of fact, most of the decisions taken by the Commission 
were reached in this way. Few unanimous decisions were ar- 
rived at, and these mainly in matters of small importance. In 
the beginning of the work of the Commission there was a 
tendency to seek unanimous decisions. This was, however, 
later abandoned. 

At an early date the Commission decided that as a rule 
it would not change its prior decisions and would not recon- 
sider a question which had been previously decided by a 
unanimous or majority vote. In exceptional cases the follow- 
ing procedure was followed. A member of the Commission 
who desired to reopen the discussion on a certain question and 
to set aside a decision taken thereon, was to prepare a memo- 
randum setting forth his proposal and the reasons for it. A 
copy of the memorandum was to be delivered to the President 

so See League of Nations, Document C. 442. M. 319. 1921. 1. 

Proc&s-Verbau’^, vi, ISMi meet., pp. 820-830. 

“s ProcSs-Verbaux, xi, 208th meet., p. 120L 

*3 Pi'Qofea-Verbaux, xv, 277th meet., pp. 1777-78. 

3*Pro<f6s-Verbaiix, xxxi, 460th meet., November 23, 1928, p. 13. To March, 
1929, the Commission had sat for S6 months at Sofia and for 39 months in 
Greece, 

wprocSs-Verbaux, i, 11th meet., January 4, 1921, p. 49. 
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and to each of the lueinbors of the Commission. At the first 
meeting of the Commission following the lapse of three days 
from the delivery of the above memorandum, the President 
was to put to vote the question of reopening the discussion 
according to the request made. In case three-quarters of the 
votes were in favor of the request, it was to be accepted. 

This procedure, adopted at a time when the Commission 
indulged in theoretical discussions and plans, has been rarely 
followed in the course of the work of the Commission. When- 
ever the revision of a decision has been in question, it has been 
placed on the agenda by common agreement of all the mem- 
bers.®® I |||,j,| 

§ 19. Correspondence with the two Governments. At an 
early meeting the Commission decided to correspond directly 
with the Greek and Bulgarian governments, especially on 
questions which required the execution of certain measures 
from such governments or their ofiBcials. All such official cor- 
respondence of the Commission was signed by the President 
and the Secretary-General of the Commission, and copies were 
delivered to the Greek and Bulgarian members of the Com- 
mission.®'^ Later, the President was authorized by the Commis- 
sion to intrust the neutral member with the signature of all 
documents binding the Mixed Commission.®® The two gov- 
ernments rarely replied to the Commission, Important com- 
munications on its part often remained without answer or 
even acknowledgment of receipt. The neutral members of the 
Commission resented with good reason this attitude of the 
governments.®® 

§ 20. Immimities and privileges of the Commission and 
its agents. Before it left Geneva, the Commission, consider- 
ing that it was indispensable for its proper functioning that 
its four members, their substitutes, and the Secretary-General 
of the Commission should enjoy diplomatic immunities, in- 
cluding the use of telegraphic cipher, decided to ask, through 

M Proc&s-Veibaux, xxii, 36Sth meet., September 1, 1927, pp. I, 4. 

ProeSs-Verbaux, i, 2a meet., December 21, 1920, p, 8. 

*8 ProcS^Verbaux, xv, 273d meet., July 24, 1926, p. 1759. 

88 See, for instance, Procea-Verbaux, xxvi, 410th meet., April 9, 1928, pp. 
17, 18; XXX, 440th meet., September 28, 1928, p. 1. 
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its President, the two goveminents concerned to grant such 
immunities.®® The governments complied with the request. In 
1923 the Commission asked the same immunities for the Pres- 
idents of its Sub-Commissions, who were neutrals.®^ The two 
governments were also asked to grant free passage on the 
trains in Bulgaria and Greece to the members and secretaries 
of the Commission and Sub-Commissions,®® and to exempt 
from all personal direct tax all the functionaries and em- 
ployees of the Mixed Commission and of its agents.®® The 
Bulgarian government replied to the last request that it could 
only exempt from taxes the Greek and neutral members of 
the Sub-Commissions in Bulgaria. The Greek government 
exempted the neutral and Bulgarian members and also the 
Bulgarian employees of the Sub-Commissions.®* Later the 
Commission took a decision, against the combined vote of the 
Greek and Bulgarian members, to consider as exempt from 
any personal tax its functionaries and employees and those 
of its agencies in both countries.®® But although this decision 
was communicated to the two governments, it appears to have 
been of no effect in Bulgaria.®® 

§21. The three periods of the work of the Commission. 
The work of the Commission may be divided into three peri- 
ods: the preparatory period; the supervision of emigration; 
and the work of liquidation of the properties of emigrants. 
The preparatory stage began with the constitution of the 
Commission on December 18, 1920, and continued until the 
end of 1922. In waste of time it stood preeminent. More than 
a year was lost in discussions on the interpretation of two 

Proefes-Verbaux, i, 5th meet., December 23, 1920, p. 17. 

»i Procls-Verbaux, vii, 133d meet., March 13, 1923, p. 867. 

•* Proces-Verbaux, vi, 110th meet, p. 764. 

«» Proefes-Verbaux, xiii, 248th meet., December 15, 1926, p. 1678. The ques- 
tion was again called to the attention of the two govenunents on Sentember 
16, 1926 (xv, p. 1870). 

Mprocfes-Veibaux, xvi, 307th meet., December 10, 1926, p. 2044. 

«« Proefes-Verbaux, xxvi, 408th meet., April 4, 1028, p. 2. 

»* Proefes-Verbaux, xxx, 441st meet,, October 2, 1928, p. 2, 

In Apfilj 1930, the Commission contemplated the deduction of the amount 
of taxes paid by such employees from the funds placed at its disposal by the 
Buigariw government. The application of this measure was postponed for 
wwa time to give time to the Bulgwian government to execute the above 
decision of the Commission. See Proefes-Verbaux, xxxix, 646th meet.. April 
16, 1830, p. 2. 
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articles of the Convention. It was only at the end of this 
time that the Commission undertook the working out of the 
Rules of Emigration and Liquidation.'^’^ For another haE-year 
the Commission waited for the abrogation of all exceptional 
laws and measures taken by the two countries concerned 
against the property of persons who had emigrated in the 
past. The Convention (article 15) provided that “the High 
Contracting Parties undertake to make in their respective 
legislation the modifications necessary to secure the execution 
of the present Convention.^^ But certainly such modifications 
were not a condition precedent to the begin ni ng of the execu- 
tion of the Convention. The work of drawing up the Rules, 
collecting declarations of emigration, and taking measures for 
the liquidation of real property could start and go on while 
the legislative modifications were being prepared in the two 
countries.®® 

Then for three months more, December, 1922, to Febru- 
ary, 1923, the Commission discontinued its meetings — an in- 
terruption in no way justified, which once more delayed the 
beginning of the main work of the Commission. 

In the second period, the Commission performed a more 
or less political work, a sort of plebiscite, by attempting to 
secure the free exercise of the right of emigration of members 
of national minorities. In this the Commission was only partly 
successful, as wiU be seen. This work mostly ended by the 
close of 1924, when, after successive extensions, the period 
for filing declarations of emigration expired. 

The third period, from January, 1926, on, is that of the 
liquidation of the properties of emigrants, and comprises the 

The WDikmg out was decided upon Januaiy 11, 1922, and the Rules 
were prepared by Match 3, 1922. Prooes-Verbanx, iv, 76th meet., p. 516; v, 
95th meet., p. 666. 

Bulgaiia had promulgated the law of July 27, 1921, which was deemed 
sufficient for the applioation of the Convention; she “need not be called upon 
to take any otlier legislative measures for this purpose.” As for Greece, a 
decision of the Commission, pointing out the measures which ^ould be 
taken, was communicated to the Greek govemmont, and there was “every 
reason to believe that it would shortly be cairied into effect.’’ See Report of 
the Commission to -die Council of the League, League of Hations, Document 
C, 442. M. 219. 1921. 1, p. 7. 

Prom July 27 to November 7, 1^2, no meeting of the Commission was 
held. Bee Proces-Verbnux, vi, pp. 770, 773. 
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most important work of the Commission. This includes the 
economic and legal phases of the work; the Commission acted 
very much like a tribunal, on the basis of elaborate and com- 
plicated machinery and procedure, which will be described in 
following chapters. 

§ 22. Personnel of the Commission. For the fulfilment of 
its duties the Commission needed various agents and instru- 
mentalities. In the first three years its work was not very 
complicated. It was only at the end of 1922 that it began 
coUecting declarations of emigration. During this period, be- 
sides the Secretariat with its services of translations and 
archives, the Commission had created only two Sub-Commis- 
sions. With the beginning of 1925, when the work of the 
Commission became more complicated, and such questions as 
survey of properties, establishment of property rights, ap- 
praisal, liquidation, and payment formed the main business 
of the Commission, not only was the number of Sub-Com- 
missions increased, but other expert personnel was placed at 
its disposal, and agencies of coordination of the various parts 
of the work were created. 

In close connection with the Commission, a Reporting 
Committee was established, consisting of a Greek and a Bul- 
garian representative and of the neutral member of the Com- 
mission who was not its President for the time, to relieve 
the Commission of matters of detail. Also two neutral techni- 
cal advisers were attached to the Commission: an expert 
agronomist, Mr. Fluok, and an expert architect, Mr. Savoie. 
Their functions were to give their opinion on technical ques- 
tions asked by the Mixed Commission; to supervise from the 
technical point of view the work of the lower agencies of the 
Commission; and to give their opinion on objections against 
‘the decisions of those agencies.*® 

§ 23. Sub-Commissions and Centres. The first agencies of 
the Commission to be established and the most important 
were the Sub-Commissions. Early in 1921 it was decided that 


•sProeSa-Yerbaux, xir, SlTStli meet^ p. 1781: 
meet, p, 1904; xviii, 336th meet., April IB. 1927, 
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each Sub-Commission was to be composed of a neutral Presi- 
dent, a Greek and a Bulgarian member, and a Secretary with- 
out right of vote. AU were to be appointed by the Commission. 
The Greek and Bulgarian members of the Commission pro- 
posed their respective candidates for members of the Sub- 
Commissions. The Commission had the power to dismiss the 
Greek and Bulgarian members of Sub-Commissions on the 
proposal of the respective members of the Commission, or 
directly in case of grave omission in their duties.^® Originally 
two Sub-Commissions were established, on July 7, 1922, one 
in Greece and one in Bulgaria.^^ In February, 1924, a second 
Sub-Commission was established in Bulgaria, and in March 
and September of the same year second and third Sub-Com- 
missions in Greece, with a view of speeding up the work of 
liquidation of real property.'*® Third and fourth Sub-Commis- 
sions were established in Bulgaria on May 16, 1925. At the 
same time the Sub-Commissions m Greece were increased to 
seven, the first, third, fourth, fifth, and sbeth working in Mace- 
donia, and the second and seventh in Thrace.'*® Lastly, in 
July, 1925, it was decided to increase the Sub-Commissions 
in Bulgaria to six and those in Greece to twelve.** 

In order to secure the connection between the Sub-Com- 
missions in Greece (Macedonia and Thrace) and the Hellenic 
authorities and a spirit of unity among the Sub-Commissions, 
a delegate of the Mixed Commission, Mr, Saunders, was sta- 
tioned at Salondd. He was assisted by the members of the 
First Sub-Commission, who formed, with him, the "delegation 
of the Mixed Commission in Saloniki.” 

In July, 1926, Directors in the Centres of Sofia, Saloniki, 
and Comotini (Thrace) were appointed. These were; M. 
Godineau, President of the First Sub-Commission in Greece, 

*0 Proces-Verbaux, i, 22d moet., January 20, 1021, p. 103. 

Proofes-'Verbaux, vi, 109th moot, p. 761. The Commissiona began their 
work on November iS, 1922, ibid., p. 781. 

The Sub-Commission in Greece was enlarged on December 16, 1923 {ibid., 
viii, p. 1043) by a Vice-President, a eeoond Greek and a second Bulgarian 
mem'ber, and another Secretary. 

Proofes-Verbaux, ix, 174th and 196th meet,, pp. 1086, 1091, 1189. 

4»Proote-Verbaux, xii, 230th meet., p. 1427. 

** Proohs-Verbaux, xii, 234th meet., p. 1469. 
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at Saloniki; Mr. Nicol, President of the Second and Seventh 
Sub-CommissioiiB in Greece, at Comotini; and Mr. Saulus, 
President of the First Sub-Cormnission in Bulgaria, at Sofia. 
To these were soon added representatives of the Greek and 
Bulgarian members of the Commission.'*'’ 

§ 24. Their duties and functions. The duties and functions 
of these various agencies of the Mixed Commission were as 
follows: 

In the first year, the two or three Sub-Commissions that 
were established dealt with all questions referring to concrete 
cases of emigration of members of the minorities in their re- 
spective districts. They delivered to such persons passes, cer- 
tificates of exemption from customs duties, permits for travel 
at a reduced price or gratuitously, etc. They also effected a 
provisional appraisal of the real estate which emigrants de- 
sired to have liquidated through the agency of the Commis- 
sion. When the emigration was completed and the questions 
of establishment of rights and of appraisal of real property 
became the main business of the Sub-Commissions, their num- 
ber was successively increased. By the summer of 1928 eleven 
local Sub-Commissions were engaged effectively in the estab- 
lishment of rights and apprakal of properties in the various 
districts in Bulgaria and Greece.*" Three central Sub-Com- 
missions were working in the three centres of emigration and 
liquidation: one in Sofia, one in Saloniki, and a third in 
Comotini in Thrace. 

The local Sub-Commissions received from the Presidents 
of the central Sub-Commissions the files of liquidation as well 
as the drafts of land survey, reports of experts, etc. The actual 
work of establishment of rights and appraisal of real estate 
by the local Sub-Commissions is described below. When this 
work was completed the files were returned to the Presidents 
of the central Sub-Comnoissions. 

The relations of the local Sub-Commissions with the state 
authorities were limited to correspondence with the local au- 
thorities for the details of procedure, not involving questions 

**Proce»-Verbaux, xv, a72d meet, p IVSSj 278th meet., p. 1783. 

**Proo6»-VerbBVs:, xv, 272d meet., p. 1753. 
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of principle or political difEculties. For such questions the 
local Sub-Commissions reported to the Presidents of the cen- 
tral Sub-Commissions. 

The central Sub-Commissions dealt with questions of emi- 
gration of members of minorities and also with questions re- 
ferred to them by the local Sub-Commissions. Questions 
involving the intervention of the superior civil or military 
authorities, questions of interpretation of the Rules of Emi- 
gration and Liquidation and of instructions of the Mixed 
Commission, or technical questions relative to liquidation, 
were referred to the delegate of the Mixed Commission or to 
the Mixed Commission, The central Sub-Commissions were 
responsible to the Mixed Commission for the whole work of 
liquidation in their respective territories. They directed the 
service of land surveyors and of architect experts, distributed 
the work among the local Sub-Commissions, and secured the 
coordination of the work of the above services, of the ap- 
praisal teams, and of the local Sub-Commissions, so that the 
last-named could obtain in due time the plans of land survey 
and the reports of experts nece^ry for enabling them to take 
decisions of appraisal. 

The Presidents of the central Sub-Commissions central- 
ized the decisions of establishment of rights and the decisions 
of appraisal of the local Sub-Commissions; they caused the 
files to be completed; and they added their remarks on any 
part of the file, including the decisions of the local Sub-Com- 
missions. 

The delegate of the Mixed Commission in Saloniki was the 
link of connection between the Sub-Commissions and the Hel- 
lenic authorities, and secured unity in the interpretation of 
the Rules of Emigration and Liquidation and the histructions. 
He was assisted by the two members of the central First Sub- 
Conamission in Greece, who constituted with him the delega- 
tion of the Mixed Commission in Saloniki. The delegation 
acted as an intermediary between the Mixed Commission and 
the Sub-Commissions for all questions involving the inter- 
vention of the superior civil or military authorities and for 
questions of interpretation of the Rules and the instructions 
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of the Cominission which were not relative to questions of 
administration or liquidation.^'' 

The Centres in Sofia, Saloniki, and Comotini attended to 
the coordination of the work and movements of the Sub-Com- 
missions, land surveyors, appraisal teams, expert architects, 
to the calling together of the delegations of emigrants, to the 
organization of the distribution and receipt of files, the reck- 
oning and verification, the organization of counter-surveys (in 
case of appeal), and the transmission of the files to the Mixed 
Commission. 

The representatives of the Greek and Bulgarian members 
of the Commission at the three Centres, Sofia, Saloniki, and 
Comotini, were appointed for the purpose of using their influ- 
ence on the interested persons for the speedy constitution and 
the coming together at the fixed dates of the delegations of 
emigrants convened by the Directors and of taking all useful 
measures to this end. 

Two reserve members, Greek and Bulgarian, were attached 
to the Mixed Commission for the purpose of replacing without 
delay any member of the Sub-Conamissions who might be 
temporarily incapacitated. At other times these members 
were at the disposal of the Mixed Commission.*® 

The Sub-Commissions were an adequate agency for the 
carrying out of the emigration of the minorities and dealing 
with the questions arising therefrom. But for the problem of 
liquidation of properties their members did not possess the 
requirements necessary for surveying, examining, and ap- 
praising the various kinds of real estate. Accordingly, various 
expert agents were employed for these matters: land survey- 
ors, arehitects, agronomists, foresters, engineers, etc. 

§ 25. Other agents of the Commission. The first class of 
experts appointed by the Mixed Commission were the land 
surveyors. Their function was to measure the exact area of 
rural estates under liquidation, since Greece and the new 
provinces of Bulgaria possessed no government survey of 
lands and the areas stated by the interested parties were 

Proofes-Verbavx, sii, 230th meet., May 16, 1926, pp. 1427-33. 

«Proo6B-VerbaTDt, xv, 236th and 248th meet., pp. 1482, 1678. 
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always inexact or exaggerated. By the summer of 1925 
eighteen parties of land surveyors had been organized in 
Macedonia.^® A chief of the service of land surveying, of a 
neutral nationality, was appointed in July, 1925.®“ In the fol- 
lowing summer the formation of two parties of land surveyors 
for Bulgaria was authorized by the Commission.®^ The serv- 
ices of land surveying were under the orders and responsibility 
of three Directors in the three Centres: Sofia, Saloniki, and 
Comotini. 

The next class of experts comprised the staffs of agrono- 
mists. These attended to the appraisal of rural estates on the 
basis of a tariff of lands which is dealt with below. Each staff 
numbered three agronomists: a Greek, a Bulgarian, and a 
neutral President. Decisions were taken by the President, the 
Greek and Bulgarian experts giving only their opinion. 

The first staff was created early in 1925 in Greece, and a 
second for Bulgaria in May, 1925.®^ A third was constituted 
in July, 1926. They were placed from the summer of 1926 
under the immediate direction of the central Sub-Commis- 
sions.®® 

A staff of forester experts made the appraisal of forests. 
Its composition and procedure were similar to those of the 
staffs of agronomists. 

Expert architects had charge of the appraisal of buildings 
and building lands on the basis of a tariff of prices considered 
below. Their fiirdings were communicated to the members of 
the Sub-Commissions, who sent their technical advisers to the 
spot. Only in Thrace the appraisal of buildings and building 
lands was made by a staff of two architects, a Greek and a 
Bulgarian. It was thought that by the collaboration of repre- 
sentatives of the two countries the work would be speeded up 
and simplified.®* 

The data for each individual file and the file of each village 
were gathered by the compiling services of the three Centres, 

^BProoea-Verbaux, xii, 236tli meet., p. 1482. 

6“ Ibid. 

Procfes-Verbaiix, xiii, 262d meet., p. 1688. 

82 Proofes-Verbaux, xi, 216th meet., p. 1326; xh, p. 1309; xv, p. 1746, 
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working under neutral chiefs. When fully made up, the files 
were examined by teams of Greek and Bulgarian checkers, 
who scrutinized them with a view of detecting errors or 
mistakes.®® 

§ 26. Decisions of agents of the Commission. The Sub- 
Commissions took decisions by majority vote. The staffs for 
appraisal decided by the vote of the President, the Greek and 
Bulgarian members having only a right to give their opinion.®* 

In case of the absence or inability to attend of a member 
of a Sub-Commission or staff, the President of the Sub- 
Commission or staff applied to the President of the central 
Sub-Commission. The latter, in agreement with the member 
representing the interested country, sent the reserve member, 
or, if he was not available, a functionary of the Mixed Com- 
mission of the same nationality. If, within four days from the 
date of request, the substitute was not sent, the Sub-Com- 
mission or staff might deal validly with any question that its 
President should consider necessary to place on the agenda.®'^ 

Similarly, in case of the absence or incapacity of a repre- 
sentative at the Centre, the Director might request of the 
Mixed Commission, by wire, the appointment of a temporary 
substitute. If, within three days from the receipt of the tele- 
gram and its communication to the interested member of the 
Mixed Commission, a substitute was not designated, the Di- 
rector of the Centre might deal validly with any question on 
which regularly the opinion of the representative would be 
asked.®* 

§ 27. Network formed by this organization. The network 
constituted by these various agencies of the Mixed Commis- 
sion may be seen in the table on the following page. 

§ 28, Inefficiency of the agents. AE these agents of the 
Mixed Commission acted in accordance with the Rules of 
Emigration and Liquidation and the numerous decisions and 
instructions of the Commission, which in many respects modi- 

•“Proofefl-Veibaux, xv, 282d meet, August 20, 1926, p. 1807; xvi, 302d meet., 
November 20, 1026. 

“sProcfes-Verbaux, xv, 278th meet. August 10, 1026, p. 1783; xiii, 260th 
meet., p, 1S60. 

ProoSB-Verbaux, xv, 271st meet,, July 21, 1926, p. 1746. 

•sProoSs-Verbaux, xviii, S32d meet., April 2, 1927, p. 2299. 
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fied and supplemented the Rules. They were surrounded by 
numerous other employees appointed by the Greek and Bul- 
garian members of the Commission, by the Directors of the 
Centres, and by the Sub-Commissions. Only persons appointed 
by the Mixed Commission were considered as its functionaries 
and subject to diseiplhiary measures on its part. The Directors 
of tho Centres, who were neutrals, could also exercise such 
discipline. They could also direct the work of Sub-Commis- 
sions or other agents, even against the combined opinion of 
the Greek and Bulgarian representatives at the Centre.®® 

However, the Commission was repeatedly charged with 
being too lenient towards its ofiScials, with exercising hardly 
any discipline, and with failure to impose penalties for great 
delays and lack of diligence in the work of liquidation.®® 
Laxity of discipline, indeed, seems the reason for the excessive 
delays in the work of the Commission. At the meeting of 
March 18, 1927, when the Commission was discussing once 
more the plan of work for the coming spring and summer, the 
Greek member complained that, whereas it had been promised 
that each Sub-Commission would complete 900 files in the 
previous three months at the rate of ten files a day, three 
Sub-Commissions in Bulgaria had prepared only half the 
above number, while the fourth Sub-Commission in Bulgaria 
had only prepared four files. The Greek member recognized 
that the role of the neutral members was difiB.cult and delicate, 
in view of the opposing interests of the two countries; but he 
thought that a provision for penalties should be made. 

At the same time the Greek member attempted to impress 
oix the Commission the necessity of completing the remaining 
work by resorting to a covert threat that its dissolution by the 
end of the year might be sought.®^ In fact, however, not only 
did the work of the Mixed Commission not terminate at the 
end of 1927, but it is still continuing in 1931. 

»*Proc68-Veibaux, six, 346fh mee6., June 4, 1927, pp. 2, 6. 

MSee, espeeJally, Prpefea-Verbaux, xvii, 327tb meet., March 18, 1927. pp. 
2217, 2321, 2222. i . *'*• 

to Proeds-Vetbanx, xvii, pp. 2218, 2221; “The Greek member declared that 
he is persuaded that the^work of the Mixed Commission will be terminated at 
the end of the year, basing his opimon on other data than ^ose possessed by 
the Commission.” 
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Moreover, when the Mixed Commission, at its meeting of 
May 14, 1927, asked the Directors of the Centres to furnish 
lists of functionaries who, in their opinion, had not the qualifi- 
cations required for the positions occupied by them, the Greek 
and Bulgarian members refused to consent to the removal of 
such persons without a previous report from the Presidents of 
the Sub-Commissions on the persons whose removal was re- 
quested by the Directors.®® The danger of imposition and 
arbitrariness on the part of the latter might exist, of course, 
but it was hardly reasonable to expect other than favorable 
reports from the Presidents on their colleagues in the Sub- 
Commissions. 

The fact is that the neutral members of the Commission, 
moved by a curious esprit de corps, always protected the 
neutral agents and employees, while the national members 
had a tendency to defend the employees of their own nation- 
ality, provided these were stanch supporters of national 
interests. 

§ 29. General scheme of the work. The general scheme of 
the work of the Commission, based upon the above-described 
organization, was as follows : 

First, the Sub-Commissions, and, on appeal, the Mixed 
Commission, decided whether an applicant was qualifi.ed to 
avail himself of the Convention. His emigration was facili- 
tated in the way described in Chapter IV. 

In case he desired to dispose of his real property himself, 
he was allowed to do so within a certain period. Persons who 
had already emigrated were allowed to take possession of 
property that they had left in their country of origin and dis- 
pose of it in the same way as new emigrants. This is con- 
sidered in Chapter V. 

At the expiration of the period referred to above, the Com- 
mission, ex officio, or on the application for liquidation of new 
or former emigrants, undertook to liquidate the real property. 
For this purpose, the Sub-Commissions first verified the exist- 
ence of property and property rights; then the land surveyors 

®®Proote-Verbaux, xx, 363d meet., p. 16. AIt>o Piooi^Veibaux, xxiii, 377tb 
meet., p 19 
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measured the land claimed by emigrants; next, the various 
agencies of appraisal made an appraisal of the property. These 
various stages of the work are dealt with in Chapters VI to 
XII. The various items gathered with respect to the property 
of each applicant were compiled, verified, and audited by the 
appropriate services at the three Centres, Sofia, Saloniki, and 
Comotini, and, assembled for each village, were submitted to 
the Reporting Committee and the Mixed Commission for final 
decision. This part of the work is described in Chapters XIII 
and XIV. The liquidation price was paid to the interested 
person and the accounts between the two governments were 
regulated as considered in Chapter XV. 

At the end of 1929, when the work of establishment of 
property rights, of surveying, and of appraisal was nearly 
completed, it was decided to concentrate aU the services of 
the Commission operating in Macedonia and Bulgaria at 
Athens, where the Commission was sitting. This concentra- 
tion was effected on May 1, 1930. It was thought that by this 
concentration a fusion would be brought about between the 
various services previously existing in Bulgaria and Greece, 
and between them and the Secretariat of the Mixed Commis- 
sion. After the concentration the various services of the Mixed 
Commission were grouped as follows; (1) A Directorate of the 
agencies of the Commission, something like the old Direc- 
torate of the Centres; (2) a Service of File-Compiling com- 
mon for both countries; (3) a Sub-Commission common for 
both countries; and (4) a Delegation of the Mixed Commis- 
sion at Sofia.®* 

Proefes-Verbaux, xxxix, 640th meet., April 2, 1930, p. 18, 
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§ 30. The three conditions. The Convention concerning 
Reciprocal Enaigration between Greece and Bulgaria was not 
a general convention for emigration. Its advantages could be 
claimed by certain classes of persons, the reciprocal emigra- 
tion of which was considered as likely to be favorable to the 
permanence of peace and the improvement of the relations 
between the two countries. In order that this result should be 
achieved, it was desirable that the reciprocal emigration 
^ould be effected and terminated within a brief period of 
years. Further, new emigrants as well as former emigrants, in 
order to enjoy the benefits of the Convention, should manifest 
their intention in a prescribed way. The Convention provided 
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for all these things and the Rules adopted by the Commission 
contained detailed regulations. Thus, admission of a person to 
the benefits of the Convention was subject to three conditions: 
that such person was within the class of persons defined in the 
Convention as entitled to its benefits; that action was taken 
within the time-limit fixed in the Convention; and that a 
declaration of emigration and application for liquidation were 
duly filed with the Mixed Commission. 

I. Pbesons Entitled to the Benefits op the Convention 

§ 31. (a) New emigrants. By article 1 of the Convention 
Bulgaria and Greece recognized the right of those of their 
subjects who belonged to racial, religious, or linguistic mi- 
norities to emigrate freely within their respective territories. 
To these new emigrants, the Convention through the pro- 
visions of article 12 added the former emigrants, and the 
Mixed Commission added as a third category the coinmmiities 
dissolved by reason of the emigration of their members. Each 
of these categories will be considered hereafter. 

With regard, first, to new emigrants, or persons wishing to 
emigrate from the territory of the one country to that of the 
other after the entering into effect of the Convention, they 
could claim the advantages of the Convention (1) if they 
were nationals of the country from which they emigrated; 
(2) if they belonged to the Greek or Bulgarian racial, reli- 
gious, or linguistic mmority; (3) if they were above eighteen 
years of age; and (4) if they desired to emigrate from the 
territory of the country of which they were nationals to the 
country to which they were nationally akin.^ 

§ 32. Subjects of the country of emigration. The first re- 
quirement was not satisfied by persons who were not subjects 
of the country of emigration. Thus, Bulgarian nationals estab- 
lished in Greece, or Greek nationals established in Bulgaria, 
wishing to emigrate to Bulgaria and Greece respectively, were 
denied the benefits of the Convention.® This rule was inter- 

1 Conyention, arisdes 1 and 4j Rules, article 7, par. (a). 

®See, for instance, the case of Athanase Semerdjis: Proefes^Verbaux, vii, 
132d meet., March 10, 1923, p. 846. 
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preted by the Commission as not excluding women belonging 
to the Greek or Bulgarian minority who would have been 
entitled to claim under the Convention but for their change 
of nationality by marriage. Such women were given the right 
to claim the advantages of the Convention for their own prop- 
erty, and this right was also recognized in favor of their heirs 
in the descending line.® This decision was clearly opposed to 
the text of the Convention. It would, perhaps, be in accord- 
ance with its spirit if it concerned only women released from 
their husbands by death, divorce or separation. 

§ 33. Members of national minority. The second require- 
ment was correctly interpreted by the Commission to mean 
that any one of the three criteria of race, religion, or language 
might justify a claim under the Convention. In other words, 
a person could file a declaration of emigration and an applica- 
tion for the liquidation of his real property if he was akin to 
the country to which he desired to immigrate either by race, by 
religion, or by language. Moreover, it was decided that when- 
ever a doubt should subsist in the Commission or its agents 
as to whether a person was akin by his race, religion, or lan- 
guage to the people of a country, this doubt should bo resolved 
in favor of the person in question.* This decision was in agree- 
ment with the Convention. It tended to secure the right to 
emigrate of all persons proving to a certain degree their kin- 
ship to the people of the country of immigration. It is to be 
noted, indeed, that although, theoretically, these objective 
criteria seem preferable to the subjective criterion which was 
really important, namely, the national consciousness and 
aspiration of each person, they were extremely difficult of 
application in the countries concerned. In both Greece and 
Bulgaria the tests of race and language were of small help in 
this respect. There has been for many centuries such an inter- 
mingling of races in Northern Macedonia and Thrace arid in 
Bulgaria that the distinction of Greek and Bulgarian by race, 
considered as a biological term, is often difficult. On the other 
hand, by the force of intensive propaganda and especially as 

*Proofes-Verbaiix, viii, lS4th meet., September 28, 1923, p. 1006. 

*Procfes-Vorbaux, i, 7th. meet, December 27, 1920, p. 23. 
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a result of the illiteracy of the people living in small villages, 
many members of racial minorities spoke the language of the 
prevailing majority, which was imposed upon them or was 
easier to learn. The test of rehgion or church affiliation was 
perhaps the least subject to difl&eulties. In this corner of 
Europe the conceptions of nation and religion were often 
interwoven. The church of Bulgaria was separated in 1870 
from the Greek Oecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople. 
It was therefore declared 'schismatie,' and a sharp division 
arose between those belonging to the Greek Orthodox church, 
recognizing as its head the Oecumenical Patriarch of Con- 
stantinople, and the followers of the Bulgarian Orthodox 
church, recognizing as its head the Bulgarian Exarch, 

An interesting case, illustrating the importance of this 
division, was that of Thodor Nicoloff of the village of Has- 
covo in Bulgaria. He clahned in his declaration of emigration 
that he had ‘the Greek consciousness’ and that he wished to 
live in Greece. His claim to be admitted to the benefit of the 
Convention was opposed by the Bulgarian member on the 
ground that he was attached to the Bulgarian nationality by 
both blood and language. The Greek member supported his 
claim on the ground that he had celebrated his marriage with 
a Greek woman and had christened his children in the Greek 
church, and that in view of the fact that religion is confused 
with national consciousness by Gre^s and Bulgarians, this was 
the best proof that Nicoloff had ceased to have a ‘Bulgarian 
consciousness’ and belonged to the Greek minority. The Com- 
mission thought that a doubt existed as to the religion of the 
applicant, of which ho should have the benefit.® 

Another case illustrating the application of the criteria is 
that of the people who had emigrated from Madritza, a village 
near Ortakouy and Adrianople.® Most of the inhabitants of 
that village, at its occupation by the Bulgarian army in 1913, 
emigrated to Greece. It was diown that their language and 
race were Albanian, while their religious affiliation was with 
the Greek Oecumenical Patriarchate. The Commission, +.g.kin| n 

«Boc|s-Veibaax, xv, 37flth meet, August 10. 1026. 

’Procea-Yerbavut, xxi, 303rd meet., August 26, 1927, pp, 8-22. 
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into consideration the fact that their declarations of emigra- 
tion manifested their desire to be nationally attached to 
Greece, that they had no longer the power to recover the lands 
they left in Bulgaria, which had already been distributed in 
part to refugees, and that the spirit of the Convention was to 
facilitate the movement of minorities towards the country to 
which they were akin by at least one of the three ties, race, 
religion, and language, admitted these persons to the benefits 
of the Convention. The case was certainly on the border hne, 
and one might, theoretically, agree with the view of the 
Bulgarians that the Madritzans were in no way members of 
the Greek minority in Bulgaria. But the Commission was 
moved by the consideration that these people had left their 
lands in Bulgaria, and that these lands had been distributed 
to Bulgarian refugees. They themselves were established in 
Greece and wished to remain there. Their admission to the 
benefits of the Convention was an equitable solution. 

§ 34. Above eighteen years of age. The third requirement 
was stated in article 4 of the Convention. The right of volun- 
tary emigration belonged only to persons over eighteen years 
of age. The limitation is explained by the seriousness of the 
act embodied in the declaration of intention to emigrate. The 
Commission interpreted liberally this provision so as to in- 
clude married men below eighteen years of age who, by reason 
of the marriage, were emancipated from parental control.^ 
The declaration of intention to emigrate on the part of the 
husband implied that of the wife; the declaration of the 
parents or guardians implied that of their children or wards 
under eighteen years of age (article 4 of the Convention). 
Children above eighteen years of age were required to file a 
declaration of emigration distinct from that of their parents. 
Guardians could file declarations of intention to emigrate in 
behalf of their wards, even when they themselves had not the 
right to claim the advantages of the Convention (Rules, arti- 
cle 8). 

§ 35. Emigrating to the country to which they were akin. 
The fourth requirement, that the emigration should be made 

T PtooSa-VerbaUK, viii, 162d meet., September 20, 1923, p. 996. 
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from the country of which the would-be emigrants were na- 
tionals to the country to which they were akin, is clear from 
the whole scope of the Convention. It was intended to accom- 
plish, indeed, a voluntary exchange of populations, and not to 
furnish a convenient system of emigration and liquidation of 
property to members of minorities leaving the country in 
which they were established in order to go anywhere they 
desired. Two decisions of the Commission show, indeed, a 
certain flexibility in the application of this requirement. A 
decision of March 3, 1923,® granted the advantages of the 
Convention to persona residing in a country other than the 
country of origin or the country of kinship, who had preserved 
the nationality of the coimtry of origin (Bulgarian, Greek, or 
Turkish) or adopted the nationality of the country of kinship 
(Greek or Bulgarian) to the exclusion of any other nation- 
ality. Thus, Greek nationals, belonging to the Bulgarian 
minority in Greece, and established in the United States of 
America, could apply for the liquidation of their property by 
the Mixed Commission. No question of emigration arose in 
respect to these persons, but their application for liquidation 
implied their intention to be considered as emigrating to Bul- 
garia, their country of kinship. 

Another decision of the Commission ® approved a decision 
of the Sub-Commission in Bulgaria allowing the advantages 
of the Convention to persons emigrating from Western Thrace 
under the regime of inter-allied occupation. During this time 
the Convention was not applied to Western Thrace, which was 
not considered part of the Hellenic territory. But when finally 
this province became Greek, on the coming into force of the 
Treaty of Lausanne, the Convention was applied retroactively 
to members of the Bulgarian minority who had emigrated 
from Thrace. 

§ 36. (b) Former emigrants. The definition of the second 
category of persons entitled to the benefits of the Convention 
gave much trouble to the Commission. The reason was the 
inadequacy of the text of the Convention. Article 12 provided: 

*ProofeB-Verbaiiic, vii, 131st meet., p. 839. 

sprooSs-Verbaux, ix, 188th meet., June 3, 1924, p. 1139. 
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Persons who before the entry into force of the present Conven- 
tion hnvc left the territory of one of the contracting States and 
have already established thcmselvcB in the territory of the State to 
which they belong by race, religion, or language, shall have a right 
to the value of the property left by them in the country which 
they have left, such value to be that resulting from the liquidation 
which will be made of the property by the Mixed .Commission. 

This article raised many questions, the most important of 
which was that in connection with the word ‘before’ of its 
first sentence. How far back did that period prior to the com- 
ing into effect of the Convention extend? The general purpose 
of the article is clear. The advantages of the Convention, that 
is, the liquidation of the property left in the country of origin 
and the payment for the same, should inure not only to now 
emigrants, to persons wishing to emigrate after the coming 
into effect of the Convention, but also to those unfortunate 
refugees who, either voluntarily or fearing danger to their 
lives and safety, had already emigrated to the country to 
which they were nationally aMn. Several tens of thousands of 
Greeks from Bulgaria and Bulgarians from Macedonia and 
Thrace had, long before the Convention concerning Reciprocal 
Emigration was entered into, left their homes to take refuge 
in the country to the people of which they were akin by race, 
religion, or language. These refugees often left their property 
behind them and such property was seized or confiscated by 
the respective governments. Article 12 was intended to redress 
this injustice and enable them to have such property recov- 
ered and liquidated by the Commission. A similar treatment 
was to be afforded to such refugees as to new emigrants, since 
the same causes of political disturbances, national animosities, 
and dissatisfaction with territorial settlements impelled both 
classes of persons to unite themselves with their conationals 
or coreligionists and to make their new home in another 
country, 

§ 37. Having emigrated after December 18, 1900. Since 
the Convention did not fix the date in the past which should 
delimit this class of former emigrants who were entitled to 
apply for the liquidation of their property, the Mixed Com- 
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mission undertook to supply it, by virtue of the general power 
of interpretation given by the provision of article 9 that “the 
Mixed Commission shall have full powers ... to decide all 
questions to which this Convention may give rise.” This pro- 
vision, however, in no way empowered the Commission to 
complete the provisions of the Convention and add thereto 
something that was not provided for. It is very doubtful 
whether the provision of article 12 was meant to apply to any 
other persons than those who had left the territory of one of 
the contracting countries in order to seek refuge or settle in 
that of the other as a result of the World War and the political 
disturbances incident thereto. The Convention was a docu- 
ment connected with the Treaty of Neuilly and was meant to 
deal with the effects of the same war. Any further extension 
of the period to which the provisions of article 12 were to be 
applied lacked all solid foundation. If a longer period had been 
intended by the parties to the Convention, it would have been 
expressly provided for, as was done in the Convention of 
Lausanne concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish 
Populations of January 30, 1923.^® 

However, the Commission thought otherwise. Seeking to 
ascertain and follow the spirit of the Convention, it gave fuU 
consideration to the actual situation in the Balkans, and, in 
particular, in the territories occupied at the beginning of the 
twentieth century by Turkey and Bu^aria and from 1913 by 
Greece and Bulgaria.^^ It saw a succession of political events 


10 Article 3 of that Oonventiou, for the similar case of persons who had 
already left the respective territories of the two countries, sets the limit as 
October IS, 1912, the day of the beginning of the war between Greece and 
Turkey. See the text of the Convention, League of Nations, Treaty Seiies, 
xxxii, pp. 76-87. 

See the memorandiun submitted by the neutral member of the Com- 
mission with the agreement of its President (Proo6s-Verbaux, ii, 48th meet., 
July 11, 1921, pp. 289 £f,). It is there said: 

’“Un ensemble de territoires Baloaniqucs ^tait, en 1900, reparti en trois 
Etafs: Turqui^ Grfece, et Bulgarie. Sur oet ensemble de territoires vivaiont, 
p61e-m61e, des Bulgares, des Greos, et des Turcs, habitant chaoun sa propri4t4. 

“Une succession d’4v6nemcnts politiqucs et de guerre ont tout bouIeversA 

“Des frontiSres se sont plusdeurs fois diplacees; des migrations d’individus 
ou de groupes dTadividus se sont e&ectu4es en tons sens, certains d’entre eux 
oessent d’etre propridtaires, d’autres le rSstant. Puis, apr^s touts cette 
4bu]lition, le calme revient aveo la signature des Trait4s qui ont mis fin & la 
guerre mondiale. 

“De nouvelles frontiferea sont traeies qui partagent cot ensemble do tarri- 
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during these years and in those territories, in consequence of 
which the boundaries of the states were repeatedly modified, 
giving rise to several migrations of racial minorities and to the 
abandonment, seizure, and confiscation of properties. It was 
the feeling of the Commission that all injustices done to such 
minorities ought to be and might be redressed, since the Con- 
vention fixed no limit in the past to which this remedial activ • 
ity of the Commission might extend. 

In this view the Commission was encouraged by its mem- 
bers representing the two countries concerned. The Bulgarian 
member requested that the period of retroactive effect should 
be the same for both countries, and should be sufficient to 
include the great movements of population between Greece 
and Bulgaria. He eventually suggested that the period should 
go as far back as 1903.^® The Greek member, more closely con- 
cerned with the interpretation of article 12, shifted his posi- 
tion several times. Ho first suggested that only movements of 
population* between the signing of the Convention and its 
coming into effect should be taken into consideration. Later he 
wished to include all migration which had taken place during 
the World War. Then he proposed that different periods 
should be adopted with respect to the various territories of 
each country, coinciding with the date on which each territory 
was placed under the sovereignty of the country. And, finally, 
this last proposal was so modified as to make the various 

toires en Bulgaria et Gr^ce. Mais il se fait gu'au moment do cette stabilisa- 
tion, de nombreux individus se trouvent d’un c3fce de la frontiere— celui oil 
les out appolles leura aflimlos Pthniqiies, hngiustiqiies ou oonfessionncllos, 
tandis quo leura propriet€s (celles dont ils sont emcore pi'opri4taires, nous ne 
parlous de rien d’autre) — tandis qua lours propri6t6s, dis-je, sont de I’autrp 
cdta de oette frontibre. 

"C'est ici qu’intervient la Convention ct son article 12 aveo, non seulement 
un louable sentiment humanitaire, mais encore un grand sens pratique. 

"Bile dit pour ohacun d'eux; laissons cet homme oii scs affinit^s I’ont 
port6 et, puisqu’il possfede une propriety de rautre_ c3t4 de la frontifera, pour 
simplifier tout, s’il le desire, le pays, &ur le torritoire duquel est situee rotte 
propri4t4 ya la lui racheter, t sn valeur actuelle. 

“11 n'est en rien, nous ne saurions asses le _r4p6ter, question de responsa- 
bilitds engages par des Gouvememrats^ successifs, et, de m3me, le detail des 
d6placements enectu6s par cheque individu, comme la date de cos ddplace- 
monts sont sans importance. 

"C’est une situation r4elle, prdsente, que I’on d4noue par un simple marche 
dans lequel les deux elements sont tons doux reels aussi; la preprints d’une 
part, le payement de I’autre.” 

i*Proofes-Verbaiix, ii, 29th meet., February 21, 1921, pp, 122 fi. 
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periods coincide with the time each territory was occupied 
militarily by each of the two countries. The Greek member 
then declared that he preferred the fixing of the period earlier 
than the beginning of the World War; and he eventually went 
so far as to desire its extension as far back as 1906, when many 
Greeks left Bulgarian territory and sought refuge in Greece.^® 
The Commission, to which an excellent memorandum was 
submitted by its neutral member, M. de Roover, thought that 
the fixing of the period at twenty years before the coming into 
force of the Convention would be the most equitable solution. 
This included the limits suggested by the members represent- 
ing the two governments and was a period generally admitted 
in the law as causing prescription of real property rights. Ac- 
cordingly the Commission declared that “article 12 is ap- 
plicable to persons who, besides fulfilling the other specific 
conditions, have emigrated in the course of the twenty years 
last preceding the coming into force of the Convention, 
namely, between December 18, 1900, and December 18, 
1920.” In this last part of the decision the Commission erred. 
The Convention, according to its final provisions, was to enter 
into force at the same time that the Treaty of Neuilly came 
into effect as between Greece and Bulgaria. The Convention 
was ratified August 9, 1920. The Treaty of Neuilly entered 
into effect August 9, 1920. This date, then, was that on which 
the Convention came into force. The date of December 18, 
1920, erroneously stated by the Commission, was that of the 
constitution of the Commission.^® 

§ 38. Other requirements for former emigrants. The 
former emigrants, besides proving that they had emigrated 


wproci^v^aux, i, IStli meet., January 13, 1921, pp. 80, 83: ii, 32d meet., 

P’ 43rd meet., April 
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. The Greeks who were driven out from Bulgaria in 1906 and found refuee 

Gharlos B. Eddy, Cfreeoe and the Cheek 
Refugees (London, 1931), p. 46. voen, 

wProois-Verbaux, ii, 48th meet., July 11. 1921, pp, 239 ff. 
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after December IS, 1900, wei’e required to qualify by certain 
other conditions in order to be able to claim the advantages 
of the Convciition. The provision of article 12 referred, gen- 
erally, to ‘persons.’ This might mean any person, or certain 
classes of persons not defined in this provision, as their de- 
limitation was implied from other stipulations of the Con- 
vention. The word ‘persons,’ indeed, was to be interpreted in 
connection with the whole purpose of article 12, which, as we 
have seen, was meant to redress certain injustices suffered by 
people who had emigrated in consequence of the political dis- 
turbances of the past years. It should also not be forgotten 
that this was a Convention between Greece and Bulgaria for 
the reciprocal emigration of their nationals. The word ‘persons’ 
should, therefore, be taken in the light of the provisions of the 
Convention defining the emigrants. 

As we have seen, the new emigrants were to satisfy four 
requirements.^® The first, that they should be nationals of the 
country from which they emigrated, would seem to be appli- 
cable to the former emigrants, with, however, one qualifica- 
tion. Certain parts of the territories of the two countries in 
which migration of populations took place, belonged, prior 
to 1912 or 1910, to Turkey, and the former emigrants had the 
Turkish nationality. The Commission decided, accordingly, 
that persons who belonged previously to the Greek or Bul- 
garian racial minority might claim the advantages of the Con- 
vention, if at the time they left their country of origin they 
were nationals of that country.^'' Thus, persons who had left 
Macedonia or Thrace when these provinces were parts of the 
Turkish Empire, and who had possessed the Turkish national- 
ity, were included in the stipulation of article 12. Later, the 
Rules (article 7 (b) 3) added the qualification that these per- 
sons were entitled to the advantages of the Convention if 
they, since their emigration, either had preserved their old 
allegiance or had acquired the nationality of the country to 
which they emigrated, Greece or Bulgaria, to the exclusion of 
any other nationality. 


See supra, p. TO. 

Procis-Verbaux, lii, 57th mept., August 3, 1921, pp 362, 361 
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The second requirement for emigrants, that they should 
belong to the Greek or Bulgarian racial, religious, or linguistic 
minority, was assuredly applicable to former emigrants. It 
was so expressly provided by the Rules (article 7 (b) 2). 

The third requirement, that emigrants should be above 
eighteen years of age, was clearly inapplicable to persons who 
had emigrated in the course of the twenty years preceding the 
coming into effect of the Convention. The Convention could 
control the future, not the past. The migration of popula- 
tions to which article 12 referred had nothing in common with 
the orderly, free, and supervised new emigration that the 
other provisions of the Convention were dealing with. 

The last requirement, that the emigrants on leaving their 
country of origin should go to the country of their racial, 
rehgious, or linguistic kinship, was also applicable to former 
emigrants, but needed to be qualified in view of the period of 
the past twenty years to which article 12 referred. This re- 
quirement was, accordingly, set down in the Rules (article 
7 (b)) as follows: "the persons who had left the territories 
now under Greek or Bulgarian sovereignty in order to estab- 
lish themselves in the territories now under Bulgarian or 
Greek sovereignty." Persons, however, whose emigration at 
the time it was made fulfilled this requirement, but who were 
now established m a third country, could still claim the ad- 
vantages of the Convention if they still preserved the na- 
tionality of the country of origin or had acquired that of the 
country of their kinship.^® 

§ 39. Constructive emigration. A provision of the Rules 
(article 7, remark 1), completed later by a decision of the 
Mixed Commission,^® dealt with the case of members of na- 
tional imnorities who, between December 18, 1900, and 
December 18, 1920, were domiciled in a place within the 
Turkish Empire and owned at the same time real property 
located in one or several other places in the Turkish Empire. 
If the place where these persons were domiciled and the place 
where their property was located had ceased to belong to the 

isproofes-Verbaux, vii, 131st meet., March 3, 1023, p. 839. 

wProofeB-Verbatix, viii, 166th meet., October 2, 1023, p. 1011. 
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same country, they might claim, in respect to the recovery 
and liquidation of such property, the same rights as if they 
were effectively domiciled in the place where any such prop- 
erty was located. Thus, a member of the Bulgarian racial 
minority domiciled in 1912 in Eastern Thrace and having real 
estate in Western Thrace before his emigration to Bulgaria, 
was considered as domiciled in Western Thrace and therefore 
as a former emigrant, now that Eastern Thrace formed part 
of Turkey and Western Thrace was under the Greek sover- 
eignty. The decision of the Commission above referred to 
declared that this provision was still applicable even though 
such persons had acquired the property in question after their 
emigration, on condition that the acquisition had taken place 
while the Turkish sovereignty existed in the place where the 
property was located, or that the acquisition was made by 
gift or transfer before December 18, 1920, or by succession 
at any date. 

Persona belonging to the respective Greek or Bulgarian 
minority who had left their country of orighi after December 
18, 1920, or who were leaving that country without filing 
declaration of emigration in order to go to the country of their 
kinship, were assimilated, in respect to the rights to their 
property, to emigrants. 

§ 40, (c) Communities. The two categories of persons con- 
sidered above are individuals only. In general it was imprac- 
ticable to make the provisions of the Convention include also 
juristic persons. Such provisions as those referring to mem- 
bership in a racial, religious, or linguistic minority, to the age 
of emigrants, to the loss of nationality, to the removal of 
obstacles to departure, etc., clearly indicate the intent of the 
Convention to restrict the provisions of the Convention to 
individuals. 

There was one entity, however, besides individuals which 
was expressly referred to by the Convention. This was the 
community {communautS). The second paragraph of article 
6 read as follows: 

Similarly, in cases where the right of emigration is exercised 
by members of communities (including churches, convents, schools, 
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hoispitals, or foundations of any kind whatever) which on this ac- 
count shall have to bo dissolved, the Mixed Commission provided 
for in Aiticlc 8 shall detoimine whether and in what circumstances 
such members shall have the option of freely taking with them or 
having transported the movable propeity belonging to the com- 
munities. 

Article 7 of the Convention provided for the liquidation 
by the Mixed Commission of “real property, rural or urban, 
belonging to voluntary emigrants or to the communities to 
which Article 6 refers.” 

Article 12, which referred to past emigrations, spoke only 
of ‘persons,’ and it was difficult to make this word apply to 
communities. The latter were contrasted to emigrants in 
article 7 (“voluntary emigrants or communities”) and formed 
the subject of a separate paragraph in article 6. Yet the Mixed 
Commission, pursuing its task of completing the Convention, 
interpreted the word ‘persons’ as including ‘juristic persons’ 
{personifies morales), in accordance with the view of the Greek 
member of the Commission, to which the Bulgarian member, 
at first opposed, acceded later. This decision was doubly 
unfortunate. It interpreted the word ‘persons’ generally as 
including ‘juristic persons,’ which is inadmissible in view of all 
the provisions of the Convention above referred to. What, of 
course, was in the mind of the members of the Commission 
was to include the communities in the word ‘persons’ of 
article 12 so as to permit the liquidation of properties of 
communities whose members had emigrated prior to the com- 
ing into force of the Convention. The second mistake is that 
‘communities’ were considered at the time by the Mixed 
Commission as juristic persons, the Greek member agreeing 
with the Bulgarian member in this at the time, although he 
subsequently took another and what is believed to be the 
sound position. 

The question of the natime of the communities referred to 
in the (Convention, the confused discussions in the Mixed 
Commission on this matter, and the Advisory Opinion of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice on communities, 

M Proc&s-Verbaux, li, 48tii meet., July 11, 1921, p. 239 
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are considered in Chapter VII. Here it is sufficient to say that 
it would bo hardly possible to make of the ‘communities’ a 
special category of entities entitled to the benefits of the Con- 
vention. Article 7 simply provided for the liquidation of 
properties of communities, while article 6 spoke of the right 
of members of communities dissolved by the emigration to 
take away the movable property belonging to the commu- 
nities. As will be seen in another place, the distribution of the 
property of the communities seemed merely an additional 
pecuniary advantage enjoyed by the emigrants. 

In view of the fact that the Mixed Commission decided, 
or assumed, that communities were juristic persons; and for 
the purpose, on the one hand, of determining the question of 
the removal of the movable property of communities by the 
emigrating members, and, on the other hand, of proceeding 
to the liquidation of real properties of communities; for these 
reasons the Rules concerning Reciprocal and Voluntary Emi- 
gration adopted by the Commission, and a number of sub- 
sequent decisions undertook to define the procedure for deal- 
ing with claims concernmg property of communities. 

The Rules, indeed, placed the communities in a third cate- 
gory, additional to the former and to the new emigrants, as 
admitted to the benefits of the Convention. The application 
for liquidation in the case of communities was filed by the 
council of the emigrating community or by the member of the 
Commission representing the country to which the community 
was racially akin. 

The Bulgarian member urged that the administrative 
communes were also to be considered as included in the term 
communities, and therefore entitled to the benefits of the 
Convention, whenever they were deemed to be dissolved by 
reason of the emigration of the inhabitants. This view was 
strongly opposed by the Greek member. The neutral mem- 
bers sought and received advice from the Legal Section of 
the Secretariat of the League of Nations on this point, follow- 
ing which they sided with the Greek member, and a decision 
was taken on December 3, 1926,®^ excluding communes from 

®^Proofes-Verbaux, xvi, 304th meet., pp. 2017-18. 
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the application of the Convention. This decision was sound. 
Not only do inhabitants of communes not own the special 
property of the commune, but the existence of the commune, 
the cell of the state organization, is independent of that of 
individuals, and of their emigration. 

According to the Rules, communities, in order to be en- 
titled to the benefits of the Convention, should satisfy the 
conditions of emigration and nationality required of former 
and new emigrants.-® The provision of ‘constructive emigra- 
tion’ above referred to was contained in the Rules without 
restriction to individuals. The question of its application to 
communities was presented in an important case, that of the 
convent farm or metochy of Rosino or Rogon, near Melnik 
in Bulgaria. 

This convent farm belonged to the Greek convent of 
Iveron in Mount Athos. That convent, represented by the 
Superiors Daniel and Ambrosios, filed, in 1923, for the con- 
vent farm of Rogen in Bulgaria, a declaration of emigration 
and an application for liquidation. The Commission decided 
that the provision for constructive emigration of the Rules, 
article 7, remark 1, applied not only to individuals but also to 
juristic persons (^-personnes morales) As has been explained 
above, this provision of the Rules provided that persons who 
were domiciled in a certain part of the Turkish territory be- 
tween 1900 and 1920, and at the same time owned property in 
another part of such territory, were to be deemed as domiciled 
in the latter for the purposes of claiming the advantages of 
the Convention concerning Reciprocal Emigration. 

II. Period within Which the Convention Could 
Be Availed of 

§ 41. Provisions of the Convention and extensions by the 
Commission. Article 4 of the Convention respecting Recip- 
rocal Emigration provided that the right of voluntary 
emigration might be exercised during a period of two years 

See mpraj pp, 77,84. 

$ee mprOf p. 80. 

MPiocea-Verbaux, xriii, 385th meet., November 24, 1927, p. 8. 
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from the date of constitution of the Mixed Commission, by 
means of a declaration before its representatives. The Com- 
mission having been constituted December 18, 1920, the period 
in question should terminate December 18, 1922. However, 
the great waste of time by the Mixed Commission in the first 
year of its existence and its inability to determine the rules 
of emigration and liquidation at an early date, coupled with 
the continuing state of war between Greece and Turkey and 
the uncertainty in regard to Thrace, caused the extension of 
the period to October 15, 1923, by a decision of the Com- 
mission, acquiesced in by the two governments.®® The period 
was again extended successively to May 1, 1924, August 31, 
1924, and December 31, 1924.®* Within this period the declara- 
tion of emigration, as well as the application for liquidation, 
referred to below, were to be filed. 

§ 42. Further extension in favor of Bulgarian refugees. 
A special extension of the time-limit for depositing declara- 
tions of emigration and applications for liquidation was 
granted in September, 1926, to Bulgarian refugees from 
Greece. On September 1, 1926, the Commission had registered 
28,547 declarations by Bulgarians emigrating from Greece, 
covering about 77,248 persons. The declarations were made 
by 18,708 new emigrants (52,649 persons) and 9839 former 
emigrants (24,699 persons). The above special time-limit was 
to expire December 15, 1926.®’^ This extension was given in 
accordance with the resolution of December 14, 1925, of the 
Council of the League of Nations, adopting the political 
recommendations of the Eeport of the Commission of Inquiry, 
which, under the chairmanship of Horace Eumbold, had been 
appointed to investigate the incidents of October, 1925, upon 
the Greco-Bulgarian frontier.®® 

26 The decision, of the Commission of June 29, 1922 (Pioola-Verbaux, vi, 
108th meet.), was oommumcated to the two governments. The Greek and 
Bulgarian members declared at a subsequent meeting of the Commission 
(Proofes-Verbaux, vi, 112lh meet.) that their respeetive governments 
acquiesced in such extension of Uie period 

2" Piooes-Verbaux, viii, Idlst meet, September 4, 1928, p, 991; 166th 
meet., Januaiy 9, 1924, p 1063; ix, l95th meet., Soptemboi 2, 1924, p. 1187, 
xi, 200th meet., October 11, 1924, p. 1242. 

27 Proefes-Verbaux, xv, 276th meet., August 3, 1926, p. 1771; xvi, 302d meet., 
November 20, 1926, p. 1973. 

22 League of Nations, Official Journal, Febiwry, 1926, pp. 172-176. 
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The political recommendations of this Commission were 
two; that the work of liquidation of properties of the emi- 
grants should be hastened j and that the tune-limit for the 
filing of applications of liquidation of Bulgarian refugees 
should be extended. The latter recommendation was based on 
the following considerations: 

During the last fifty years, as a result of successive wars, drastic 
alterations of frontiers have involved frequent changes of nation- 
ality for the inhabitants of the districts in question, with the usual 
train of attendant misfortunes, resulting in many cases in sudden 
mass emigrations. These populations . . . which arc comparatively 
backward, have been worked upon by contradictory propaganda, 
which has led them to mistrust one another and to seek to do each 
other injury. Today the respective populations of Bulgaria and 
Greece have become comparatively homogeneous, but at the price 
of unquestionable sufferings. These sufferings have implanted feel- 
ings of hatred, which cannot be expected to disappear quickly in 
view of the fact that the means at the disposal of the Governments 
are unfortunately too limited to allow thorn to devise and execute 
measures of relief and remedies on the large scale required. . . . 

There are in Bulgaria a considerable number of refugees of 
Bulgarian race, who came from Greece at different periods and 
have been unwilling to avail themselves of the Convention on Vol- 
untary Emigration . . . although they were entitled to do so. On 
the other hand, these refugees claim the rights confen’ed by the 
Treaty between the Principal Allied Powers and Greece concerning 
the treatment of minorities, signed at Sevres on August 10th, 1920. 
According to Articles 3 and 4 of this treaty, natives of districts 
now incorporated in Greece have the right to return there even if 
they left these districts many years ago, and in any case they are 
entitled to retain their real property in these districts. The number 
of these persons at present in Bulgaria is considerable. Most of 
them have left property in Greece, for which they have received no 
compensation, and, under the pressure of circumstances, the Greek 
government has employed this land to settle the Greek refugees 
from Turkey. To oust these refugees now in order to permit of the 
return of the former owners would be impossible, nor would such a 
proceeding be desirable, for its consequences would be to recreate 
in Greece minorities which events have caused to disappear. . . . 

If these Bulgarians are to be asked to give up a right, it is only 
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just tliai they should be compensated for the value of the property 
they left behind them. The vaKie of this property will undoubtedly 
be very difficult to estimate in view of the considerable period 
which has elapsed since the departure of most of the owners. In the 
interests of reconciliation between the two nations the Greek Gov- 
ernment should, nevertheless, display special good-will in this re- 
spect. The Commission considers that these problems could be 
solved cither by extending in favor of the persons in question the 
time-limit provided for making a declaration of emigration under 
the Convention for Voluntary Emigration, or by the signature of a 
special protocol between the two Governments. 

In this way the Bulgarians who did not sec fit to avail them- 
selves of the right, which has now lapsed, of emigrating under the 
Convention might be led to renounce their Greek nationality, re- 
ceiving in return for the rights conferred on them by the Minorities 
Treaty tho value of their property calculated on a liberal scale. 
The Macedonian Revolutionary Committee’s influence would de- 
crease as it found fewer and fewer grievances and sufferings to ex- 
ploit amongst the refugees in Bulgaria. The Greek population near 
tho frontiers would have less to fear from ‘comitadjis’ and from 
the rancor of the Bulgarian population whose place they have 
taken. 

On the initiative of tho Greek member of the Mixed Com- 
mission, tho Commission extended the time-hmit for the de- 
posit of declarations of emigration and applications for 
liquidation by Bulgarian refugees from Macedonia and Thrace 
for a further period of three months. The Council, to which a 
report on this matter was presented at its session of Sep- 
tember, 1926, adopted a resolution expressing its satisfaction 
and its desire to be kept informed by the two governments 
of the progress achieved in this important work.®® 

This wish of the Council was fulfilled, the two govern- 
ments and the Commission addressing letters to the Secretary- 
General, which were submitted to the Council at its session 
of December, 1926. It was shown that the first political 
recommendation of the Rumbold Commission was being com- 
plied with, although with a certain slowness. The second 
recommendation met with much less success in its applica- 

League of Nationa, Official Journal, October, 1926, pp. 1246, 1395-98. 
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tion. Although the time-hmit for depositing applications for 
liquidation of Bulgarian refugees in Bulgaria coming from 
Greece was extended as above, the number of applications 
received until December 3, twelve days short of the expira- 
tion of the extension, was 2943, affecting only some 9000 
individuals. Sir Austen Chamberlain, as Rapporteur to the 
Council,*® pointed out that the Council had been led to expect 
a very much larger number, and could not but feel grave 
concern at the small result achieved. He made it clear that 
the Council, which had accepted the assurances given by the 
representative of Bulgaria, looked to the Bulgarian govern- 
ment to announce a much more satisfactory result when the 
subject was next considered. The Greek government, in its 
letter of December G submitted to the Council, called atten- 
tion to the fact that the President of the Mixed Commission 
stated, at a meeting of tlie Commission on November 5, 
1926, that not only some of the persons concerned, but even 
certain of the Bulgarian prefects were unaware that an exten- 
sion of the time-hmit had been granted. Clearly, no serious 
effort had been made by the Bulgarian government to induce 
persons entitled to the benefits of the Convention to avail 
themselves thereof, and the influence of the Macedonian 
Revolutionary Committee was allowed to prevail over these 
persons. No campaign of publicity on a large scale was under- 
taken. Merely the extension of the period was pubhshed in 
the Bulgarian Official Gazette of August 26, read only by 
judges, lawyers, and pubho authorities. At the next session 
of the Council, on March 11, 1927,®^ it was reported that 
the final number of declarations received unlh the expiration 
of the period on December 15, 1926, was a httle over 4000, 
affecting some 13,000 persons. Sir Austen Chamberlain con- 
fessed that the result was disappointing. 

§ 43. Late admission to the benefits of the Convention. 
By a decision of February 6, 1926, the Commission allowed 
the Sub-Commissions to admit to the benefit of the Con- 
vention in exceptional cases persons who, for special reasons. 

League of Nationa, Offidal Journal, Febniary, 1927, pp. 153-166, 234-237. 
. »iLea^e of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1927, pp. 3^397. 
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failed to file their declaration of emigration before December 
31, 1924.®*^ Such special reasons were considered to be, in par- 
ticular : illiteracy ; residence abroad and return to the country 
of origin after the expiration of the period; coming of age 
after December 31, 1924; recent death of husband and 
ignorance of the husband’s failure to file declaration; erro- 
neous filing of the declaration with the Greco-Turkish Com- 
mission instead of with the Greco-Bulgarian; difllculties en- 
countered in regard to establishing membership in a minority 
etc.®® A decision of the Commission also authorized the ac- 
ceptance of declarations of emigration after December 31, 
1924, by persons whose property rights were established on 
shares of estates liquidated by the Mixed Com m is s ion, in so 
far as such persons possessed the other requirements for 
claiming under the Convention and their shares had not 
already been liquidated.®* 

By two decisions of the Commission taken on January 30, 
1928,®® no late declaration of emigration or application for 
liquidation was to be accepted in the future for no reason 
whatsoever. Only such late declarations as were already 
registered at one of the Centres could be examined as to 
their merits and be accepted in case of special reasons.®® Ex- 
ception was made for declarations of emigration of owners 
of shares of property liquidated by the Mixed Commission, 
considered in the precedmg paragraph. These could be filed 
within fifteen days after the communication of the lists to 
the interested member of the Mixed Commission. 


sa PrQcfes-Verbaux, xi, 223d meet , p. 1381. Whenever special reasons did 
not exist, the Commission refused to accept late declarations. Thus, the joint 
filing of declaiations of emigiation of the inhabitants of the village Efrem 
(Uivinkeuy) aftei December 31, 1924, could not be justified by any specia: 
reasons and was lefused. Proofes-Verbaux, xii, 229th meet., p, 1416), 

s* Such decisions authorizing acceptance of late declarations appear it 
Proe&s-Veibaux, xv, 290th moot ; xvi, S02d meet.; xix, 348th meet.; xx, 366tl: 
meet. (1927) : xxvi, 406th meet. (1928), 

84 Procfes-Veibaux, xvii, 322d meet,, Febiuary 12, 1927, p. 2168, xix, 34811 
meet.j^June 17, 1927, p. 6. 

88 Proofes-Verbaux, xxiv, 30Sth meet., pp. 6, 9. 

88 Even when such reasons were lacking, the Commission accepted latt 
declarations of emigiation, when the mtererted persons were determined tc 
emigrate in any case, and the liquidation of their properties did not preseni 
difiSculties, See, for instance, Prooes-Verbaux, xxxi, 463d meet, November 6 
1928, pp. 1. 6. 
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§ 44. Period for filing declarations of communities. Tho 
Commission, as has been stated above, had decided that 
communities form a distinct category of persons entitled to 
the benefits of the Convention. The Rules had provided that 
declarations of emigration of communities dissolved by reason 
of the emigration of their members could be filed by the 
members, by the councils of the communities, or by tho in- 
terested national member of the Mixed Commission. It was 
felt that diflBculties might be experienced in the timely filing 
of such declarations, in view especially of the fact that the 
members might be separated and settled in different localities 
in their new country. For this reason communities were con- 
sidered as entitled by special reasons to be admitted after the 
period for ordinary declarations had expired. The ultimate 
time-limit was April 1, 1927.®® 

III. Applications by Emigrants 

§ 45. The dedaration. of emigration. Article 4 of the Con- 
vention required the fifing of a declaration by the persons 
wishing to avail themselves of the Convention. The Rules 
provided that this ‘declaration of emigration’ was to be filed 
with the Mixed Commission or one of its Sub-Commissions. 
This formal act was so framed as to state the definitive deci- 
sion of the emigrant to leave the country of origin in order to 
emigrate and settle in the country to which he was nationally 
akin. It constituted ‘a solemn and irrevocable act.’ The former 
emigrants filed with the Mixed Conunission or its representa- 
tives, a declaration stating their desire to avail themselves of 
the Convention. Persons who had left their country of origin 
after December 18, 1920, or were leaving without fifing a 
declaration of emigration, were assimilated to new emigrants 
and had to fulfil the formalities required for the latter.®® 
The form of tho declaration was defined by the Rules (article 
33 ) ; blank forms were supplied to persons applying therefor. 
They contained a questionnaire in three languages, French, 

See sup7a, p 88 

««PjK)o^Veibaux, xv, 286th meet., xvii, 323d meet. 
wProcee-Verbaux, vii, 131st meet, March 3, 1923, p. 840. 
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Bulgarian, and Greek, and could be filled in any of these 
languages. Until the constitution of the Sub-Commissions the 
declarations were sent to the Mixed Commission, 

§ 46. Certificate of membership in a minority. The decla- 
ration of emigration by new and former emigrants was ac- 
companied with a certificate of membership in the Greek or 
Bulgarian racial minority. The form of this certificate was 
also determined by the Rules (article 34). It was delivered 
gratuitously to the applicant by the mayor of the township 
of his domicile. In case the township authority refused to 
deliver such a certificate, the applicant appealed to the Sub- 
Commission of his district. After an inquiry, the latter might 
release the applicant from the obligation of presenting the 
above certificate, 

§ 47. Application for liquidation of property. The emi- 
grant who desired to have his real property liquidated by the 
Mixed Commission filed an ‘application for liquidation’ ac- 
cording to a specified form. This application might be filed at 
the same time with the declaration of emigration or at a 
subsequent time.^“ More than one application might be filed 
if they concerned different properties. This application was 
not a condition precedent to liquidation by the Commission, 
as will be seen.* ** ^ The Sub-Commissions were empowered to 
liquidate ex officio property, the liquidation of which was not 
applied for till the date of their visit to the village where such 
property was situated. 

§ 48. Revocation of declaration. The declaration of emi- 
gration was considered to be irrevocable by the Rules.*® 
However, the Commission allowed the Sub-Commissions to 
accept revocations of declarations of emigration which might 
be presented to them and to classify them according to the 
reasons invoked for such revocation.*® 

*0 Rules, aitiole 37. 

^^■See infra, pp. 152-163, 

Rules, article 8, par. 4. By exception, declarations filed prior to the 
publication by the Commission thiough the press of the modes of payment 
and modes of valuation of propoity under liquidation might be revoked 
within two monljis fiom such publication. 

** ProcSs-Veibaux, xi, 200tli meet, October 11 and 13, 1924, p. 1262; 206tb 
meet., Octobei 16, 1924, p. 1274 
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Later the Commission refused to accept revocations by 
emigrants, on the ground that their properties were occupied 
before liquidation,** and authorized the Sub-Commission to 
admit revocations already made, on condition (a) that there 
was no objection on the part of the authorities of the country 
of origin concerning the undesirability of the interested per- 
son, and (b) that such person was not owner of real property 
which was occupied definitively by refugees, and (c) that 
such person had not applied for the liquidation of immovable 
property which the competent authority declared was specif- 
ically destined to the settlement of a specified category of 
former emigrants.*® The final date for filing revocations of 
declaration of emigration was fixed at July 28, 1925.*® But 
even after that date applications for revocation of declarations 
of emigration were admitted in exceptional cases.*'^ 

§ 49. Declarations for absent persons. A special procedure 
was followed for the liquidation of shares of real estate recog- 
nized as owned by absent persons who filed no declaration of 
emigration. Such a case was, for instance, presented by sisters 
owning shares in real estate, who thought that the declaration 
of emigration and application for liquidation filed by their 
brothers was sufficient for the liquidation of the whole estate. 
The Sub-Commissions sent to the Mixed Commission distinct 
lists for each village of absent persons who filed no declara- 
tion, indicating the name of such persons, their share, etc. 
These lists were transmitted to the interested national mem- 
ber of the Mixed Commission and such member entered into 
communication with the persons in question. An informal 
declaration of these persons that they desired to avail them- 
selves of the Convention, or, in its absence, a declaration to 
this effect by the above member of the Mixed Commission, 

**Proc&s-Verbaux, xii, 229tli meet. May IB, 1025, p. 1416. 

**Procfe8-Ve> bails, ai, 235tb meet., 28, 1925, p, 1471. 

Procfis-Veibaux, xii, 242d meet , October 9, 1925 

41'E'oi instance, the applicant was of Greek oiigm. and his emigiation to 
Bulgaria would take him away fiom the country of hia national kmship 
(Pioofes-Verbaux, xxiv, 398th meet, Januaiy 30, 1928) ^ the appheant was 
en^ged to a Greek man and her propertjf was not occupied by lefugees 
(ibid ) : the applicant was the wife of an emigrant and hei husband hod died 
after the filing of the declaration, of emigration {xxvi, 412tK meet, April 26, 
1928). 
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was equivalciili to filing a regular declaration of emigration 
and application for liquidation."*® 

§ 50. Declarations of commumties. The property of com- 
munities dissolved by reason of the emigration of their mem- 
bers could, if movable, be taken away by the members of 
such communities; if immovable, it was to be liquidated by 
the Mixed Commission. The members themselves, the council 
of the community, or the interested national member of the 
Mixed Commission were empowered to file a declaration of 
emigration of the community, according to a decision of the 
Commission which did not prejudge the ultimate determina- 
tion of the question of communities. This decision was only 
preliminary and tended to facilitate the initiation of the liqui- 
dation of the community properties. 

Convents raised the question as to the persons who should 
declare their intenlion to emigrate or their desire to avail 
themselves of the Convention. It would seem that the dissolu- 
tion of a convent community is caused, under the Convention, 
by the emigration of the monks. They should, therefore, de- 
clare their intention to emigrate and apply for the liquidation 
of the property of the convent. But a certain sort of convents, 
or convent farms, called metochies, were not independent in- 
stitutions or foundations, but were dependencies of other con- 
vents. In such a case the departure of the representatives of 
the mother convent who resided in such a metochy did not 
seem to be an emigration of a community. 

This question arose with the declaration of emigration 
and application for liquidation of the metochy of Rogen in 
Bulgaria, referred to above. There was disagreement between 
the Greek and Bulgarian members as to whether this metochy 
formed an independent community or was a dependency of 
the convent of Iveron on Mount Athos.*® The departure of 
the representatives of this convent from the metochy would 
not cause a dissolution of a community, and would not, in 
itself, occasion the liquidation of its property by the Mixed 
Commission. 

M Proofes-Verbaux, xsi, 369th meet, August 12, 1027, pp, 2-6. 

48 Proofea-Veibaux, xxii, 370th meet , pp 1 ff. and annexes. 
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The Greek position was that the liquidation of the con- 
vent farm or metochy of Rogen could be claimed on either of 
two grounds. First, because by the departure of the monks 
of that metochy from Bulgaria there was a case of dissolution 
of a community. That the convent farm or metochy of Rogen 
formed an independent entity was shown by the Greek mem- 
ber by various decisions of Turkish tribunals before 1912, 
recognizing ownership or granting title to that metochy and 
not to the convent of Iveron. Secondly, because the convent 
of Iveron could claim under the provision for constructive 
emigration of the Rules, article 7, remark I. The Bulgarian 
member denied the independent personality of the metochy 
of Rogen, but presented no proofs except the fact that it was 
called a metochy and not a convent. As a dependency of the 
convent of Iveron it could not file a declaration of emigration 
and application for liquidation under the Convention. Also 
the Bulgarian member denied that article 7, remark I, of the 
Rules could bo applicable to the convent of Iveron, on the 
grounds, (1) that the provision in question concerned only in- 
dividuals; (2) that the declaration filed in 1923 did not show 
on its face that the rules governing the convents of Mount 
Athos had been complied with, with respect to making and fil- 
ing such application; and (3) that the property of the metochy 
of Rogen did not belong to the convent of Iveron but to the 
Oecumenical Patriarchate, which could not claim under the 
Convention, the Patriarch being a Turkish subject. As has 
been seen above, the Commission decided in 1927 that the 
provisions for constructive emigration of article 7, remark I, 
of the Rules applied not only to individuals but also to juris- 
tic persons (personnes morales). In regard to the regularity 
and authoritativeness of the declaration on behalf of the con- 
vent of Iveron, the neutral members of the Commission 
noted that, in case the Commission should deem it neces- 
sary, it might write to the convent of Iveron and be informed 
whether it confirmed the declaration signed by the Superiors 
Ambrosios and Daniel in 1923. The contention in regard to 
the property rights is considered below. 

®“Proc6s-Verbaux, xxiii, 374Ui meet., p. 14. 


See infra, § 113. 
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§ 72. Statistics of emigration under the Convention. 

§ 51. The twofold action of the Commission. Article 2 
of the Convention concerning Reciprocal Emigration provided 
that the Contracting countries undertook to facilitate by all 
the means at their disposal the exercise of the right referred 
to in article 1, namely, the right of those of their subjects who 
belonged to racial, religious, or linguistio minorities to emi- 
grate freely to their respective territories. The same article 
stipulated that the Parties undertook to place no restriction 
on the right of such emigration, directly or indirectly, notwith- 
standing laws or regulations to the contrary, which in this 
respect should be deemed to be without effect. Further, article 
9 provided that the Mixed Commission should haye the 
duties of supervising and facilitating the voluntary emigra- 
tion and of fixing the conditions of emigration. Lastly, accord- 

101 
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ing to article 11, funds should be advanced to the Mixed Com- 
mission by the states concerned with a view to facilitating 
emigration and under conditions fixed by the Commission. 

The effect of these stipulations of the Convention and its 
general spirit defined clearly the work which the Commission 
was called upon to execute with respect to emigration. Persons 
wishing to avail themselves of the Convention were to emi- 
grate of their own will and free act. The duty of the Com- 
mission was to supervise and facilitate this voluntary emigra- 
tion. This called for a twofold action on the part of the 
Commission: first, to grant to candidates for emigration all 
facilities provided by the Convention; and, secondly, to insure 
the freedom and voluntary character of the emigration. 

The unfolding of the action of the Convention in each of 
these respects is described below. 

§ 52. Preliminary measures. Even before the adoption of 
the Rules of Emigration and Liquidation in January, 1921, 
the Mixed Cominission pubhshed an announcement to the 
national minorities in Greece and Bulgaria of the constitution 
of the Commission in accordance with the Convention, and 
of its determination, under the shield of the League of Na- 
tions, to secure the rights of the new and former emigrants 
in a broad and humanitarian spirit and to grant them the 
proper facilities.^ This was not unnecessary, in view of the 
suspicion and misconceptions prevailing in the minorities of 
the two countries. At the same time, the Commission decided 
to notify the two governments of the movements of emigrants 
from the one country to the other and to inquire as to the 
nature and extent of facihties which the governments in- 
tended to afford to emigrants. The two governments were 
asked to keep the Commission constantly informed of the 
facihties of settlement, immediate or ultimate, temporary or 
permanent, which they were able to grant to emigrants.® The 
Rules, which were adopted M^ch 6, 1922, laid down the con- 
ditions of emigration and the rights and obligations of emi- 

iProo|s-yerbaTix, ji, 32d meet., Janvary 28, 1921, p. 189 

*Procfe-Vetbatix, i, 12th. and. 16th meet, January 6, 11, 1921, pp. 61 fi., 67 fE, 
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grants. They were, however, hi many respects amended by 
subsequent decisions of the Convention. 

The intention of emigration was manifested by the declara- 
tion of emigration. This, with the certificate of membership in 
a minority, and the application for liquidation, m case the 
emigrant left in the country of origin real property to be 
liquidated by the Mixed Commission, constituted the file of 
the emigrant. 

§53. Period within which candidates for emigration 
should leave. The Rules provided (articles 11 and 20) that 
candidates for emigration who did not own any real property 
should leave the country of origin within three months from 
the date of registration of their declaration of emigration. 
However, if they were members of a family or household that 
possessed real property and lived under the same roof, they 
were allowed to stay until the date of departure of the mem- 
bers of the family who owned real property.® 

Persons owning real property should leave the country 
within three months from the registration of the sale of such 
property, in case the sale was made directly by them, or from 
the liquidation of the property by the Commission. A decision 
of the Commission made it clear that no candidate for emi- 
gration was to be deprived of his property before he had 
received the price, either in cash or in bonds presenting aU 
desirable guarantees; and that the Commission would urge 
no one to emigrate, before it was assured that he would 
receive in due time the value of the property of which he 
had requested the liquidation.* This decision, however, was 
modified later, and emigrants were required to leave the coun- 
try of origin withm three months from notification of the 
liquidation of their property. The notification was made by 
the competent local authorities, in accordance with the lists 
communicated to them by the Directors of the Centres.® 

sProofes-Verbaxui:, xii, 235th meet., July 28, 1926. Exceptions weie made in 
the case of prisoners set fiee mth the view of their emigration, and of soldieis 
discharged at tlie lequest of the Sub-Commission, whose sojourn m the 
country of origm could not exceed one year from the date of their exemption 
from mibtary service. 

‘Proofes-Verbatix, iv, 75th meet^ January 11, 1922. See also Buies, aitiolo 20. 

® Proefes-Verbaux, xxxi, ^4111 meet, November 7, 1928, p. 6. 
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§ 54. Insuring the freedom and voluntary character of 
the emigration. The free exercise of the right of emigration 
provided for in the Convention could be endangered in two 
ways: by measures taken or influence exercised in the two 
countries for the purpose of compelling persons belonging to 
the minorities concerned to leave their country of origin; or 
by ‘boycotting’ the Commission and prevailing upon persons 
wishing to emigrate to remain in the country of origin. 

§ 55. Opposition of the Macedonian Revolutionary Or- 
ganization. The second danger existed by reason of the activ- 
ities of the so-called Macedonian Revolutionary Organization. 
From the beginning this organization brought pressure to bear 
upon the Bulgarian minority in Greece as well as upon the 
Bulgarians who had already emigrated from Greece with the 
purpose of dissuading them from availing themselves of the 
Convention and deciding for emigration,® This is easily ex- 
plained when it is recalled that, for two-score years prior to 
the coming into force of the Convention, this organization 
had made an enormous effort to secure Bulgarian supremacy 
in Macedonia and Thrace. AU this black and bloody propa- 
ganda was to come to naught if the Bulgarians of Macedonia 
and Thrace were to decide for emigration and go to Bulgaria. 

This explains the fact that for some years after the con- 
stitution of the Commission no desire was manifested by the 
Bulgarian minority in Greece to emigrate to Bulgaria. The 
Commission, indeed, began collecting declajations of emigra- 
tion only in November, 1922, almost two years after its con- 
stitution. During this time, oral or written petitions were ad- 
dressed to the Commission stating the desire for emigration. 
The Greek minority in Bulgaria, attracted for various reasons 
to the country of its national affinities, manifested a witLmg- 
ness to emigrate to Greece. Among these reasons may be men- 
tioned the feeling of patriotism, the expectation of being 
allotted rich lands in Eastern Macedonia and Thrace vacated 

«See Memorandum on the Mission and Work of the Mixed Commission 
on Gteoo-Bulearian Emigration, May, 1928, p. 6. This TnBTnnTa.T'flnm ^s 
prepared by the heutial members of the Goiomiasion tor submission to the 
Secretariat of the League of Nations. A copy was kindly fumiahed the present 
writer by M, de Reynier, President of the Commission. 
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by the Turks, and the dosire to save their properties from the 
expropriation carried out under the social legislation of the 
Bulgarian agrarian government of StambulinslcyJ 

§ 56. Consequences of the Greek disaster in Asia Minor. 
Under those conditions it appeared very doubtful whether 
emigration of any significance to the two countries would take 
place. Indeed, by June, 1923, or more than six months after 
the collection of declarations of emigration began, the Com- 
mission had registered only 197 declarations of Greek families 
in Bulgaria and 166 of Bulgai-ian families in Greece. But the 
situation changed radically from the end of the year 1922, 
with the swarming of refugees from Asia Minor and Eastern 
Thrace into Greece, and with the threat of an impending war 
on the frontier of Western Thrace. The consequences of these 
events to the minorities in Greece and Bulgaria were the 
following. 

In the beginning of 1923, for military reasons and to insure 
the security of the railway line from Gumuljina to Dedeagach, 
the Bulgarian inhabitants of villages along the railway were 
deported to the Greek islands and Thessaly. 1500 to 2000 
families appear to have been deported in this way. They were 
brought back only in the fall of 1923, after the signing of the 
Treaty of Lausanne with Turkey, when the possibility of war 
on the Maritza vanished. 

This deportation frightened the Bulgarian peasants, and 
many, to avoid being deported, escaped to Bulgaria, either 
with ^e authorization of the Greek authorities or by secretly 
passing the frontier. The deported population, on their return 
to their villages, foimd their homes and lands occupied by 
refugees and could hope for nothing better than to be allowed 
to emigrate to Bulgaria. 

On the other hand, the influx of the Greek refugees and 
the resulting abundance of manual workers in Macedonia and 
Thrace rendered the situation precarious to Bulgarian farm 
workers. This factor, too, acted as a stimulus to emigration. 

In the meantime, the Greek government proceeded with 

^See CoDstatations des Hembree de la Commission Mrste relatives & la 
situation des Emigrants en Gr6ce el en Bulgarie (annexed to the above 
memorandum), March, 1926, p. 7. 
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the settlement of more than a million refugees from Asia 
Minor anri Eastern Thrace. This would have been an immense 
task for any government. For Greece, impoverished by a state 
of war that had lasted nearly ten years, it was a work that 
could not be accomplished unless the burden was supported 
by all the native population. The villages and towns in Mace- 
donia and Thrace, whether inhabited by Greeks or Bulgarians, 
must absorb the refugees. Houses there must be to receive 
them, lands to be distributed to them. The newcomers must 
be aided by the natives or perish. 

The Bulgarian government asserted that the Bulgarian 
minority was made to bear a greater share of the burden of 
the settlement of the refugees than the Greek population. The 
neutral members of the Commission, who investigated in the 
early part of 1925 the condition of the minorities in the two 
countries,® were unable to express an opinion on this point, 
as no general impression could be gathered. 

§ 57. Settlement of the Greek refugees. The fact is that 
(he parts of Greece where refugees were settled were mainly 
Macedonia, Thrace, Thessaly, and the Islands. Only in the 
first two of these districts was there a Bulgarian minority 
established. Western Macedonia did not lend itself to an ex- 
tensive settlement of refugees. It was, in general, densely 
populated. It had not been a theatre of war operations. Al- 
most all the available land was occupied. The soil is poor and 
mostly arid. There were small but compact Bulgarian com- 
munities in the northern part of this region. They did not 
suffer anything from settlement of refugees. 

On the contrary, in Central and Eastern Macedonia and 
Western Thrace there were many conditions making for ex- 
tensive settlement of refugees. The country was largely 
depopulated as a result of military operations during the 
Balkan wars and the World War. Large numbers of Turks 
had been obliged to leave the country prior to the Treaty 
of Peace and afterwards as a result of the Convention for 
Compulsory Exchange of Populations. The land is rich. There 
were great areas of uncultivated soil which could be put into 

p. 13. 
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use with the aid of productive works, such as drainage and 
irrigation. 

The great mass of the rural refugees swarmed into these 
regions. Many of them were settled in the houses and on the 
lands of villages abandoned by Turkish or Bulgarian emi- 
grants. Others were placed in the homes and were allotted 
the lands of natives, whether Greeks, Moslems or Bulgarians. 
As was to be expected, the Greek refugees settled among Bul- 
garians regarded the latter as undesirable foreigners. Not- 
withstanding the orders of Greek authorities, conflicts arose, 
and the Bulgarian minority suffered from the unfriendly atti- 
tude of the newcomers. 

In the meantune, various bauds of Bulgarian brigands 
passed the Greek frontier and spread disorder and insecurity 
in these regions. The Greek authorities, assuming that these 
were set on foot by the Macedonian Revolutionary Organiza- 
tion, were, rightly or wrongly, apprehensive of the aid that 
these bauds might find among the members of the Bulgarian 
minority. The latter, therefore, suffered from the suspicions 
and vexations of Ihe police. 

The outcome of all these factors was that a general desire 
for emigration was aroused among the Bulgarians of Mace- 
donia and Thrace. Accordingly, while the number of declara- 
tions for emigration of Bulgarian families from Greece, not- 
withstandmg the influx of refugees, had risen only to 166 for 
the months between November, 1922, and July 1, 1923, it rose 
abruptly during the succeeding months, being 288 family 
appheations in July and 349 in August. The Bulgarian mi- 
nority of Western Macedonia, however, showed no change of 
attitude, and has remained in Greece, 

§ 58. Coimter-efFects on the Greek minority in Bulgaria. 
The above-described situation in Greece had its counter- 
effects on the Greek minority in Bulgaria. In the begmniiig, 
to the people belonging to this minority, the proposition to 
leave their homes and their agricultural or business establish- 
ments in Bulgaria and seek to reconstruct a new life in a 
Greece swarming with refugees was by no means attractive. 
The Commission began collecting declarations of emigration 
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in November, 1922, at about the time the refuftcos from Asia 
Minor and Eastern Thrace had reached Greece. Erom that 
time until June 1, 1923, the Commission had received but 197 
declarations of emigration of Greek families from Bulgaria. 

In the meantime, Bulgarian refugees from Thrace, having 
escaped deportation to Thessaly and the Islands, arrived in 
Bulgaria. When the Bulgarian government took no measures 
for their settlement, they overran the Greek villages in the 
neighborhood of Philippopolis. The feelings of these Bulgarian 
refugees toward the native Greeks in Bulgaria were anything 
but friendly. 

Besides, the settlement of the refugees in Greece deter- 
mined, as was said above, the Bulgarian minority to leave 
Eastern Macedonia and Thi-ace. Inasmuch as the Bulgarian 
government did not create an administrative agency for the 
settlement of these emigrants, they were left pretty much to 
their own resources and quickly descended upon the Greek 
villages in Southern Bulgaria. They manifested to the in- 
habitants of these villages an extreme hostility and forced 
them to leave and emigrate to Greece. The Sub-Commissions 
intervened on several occasions, without much success, for the 
protection of these Greeks. 

As a general result, practically all the Greeks from Bul- 
garia had to leave and emigrate to Greece. As compared with 
the above number of declarations of emigration to June, 1923, 
there was a sudden increase in the following months, for 
instance, to 365 for the month of July, and 313 for August. 

§ 59. Intervention of the Mixed Commission. While these 
events were taking place, the Mixed Commission made efforts 
to ameliorate the tragic position of the minorities in the two 
countries and to insure in the utmost possible measure the 
voluntary character of the emigration. In the autumn of 1923 
it worked out a programme of assistance to be rendered to 
Bulgarian Thracians returned from deportation who found 
their lands and homes occupied by refugees. This programme 
was accepted and applied by the Greek government.® 

p. 12. Live-stock, food&luifs, and money weie distiibutcd to Bul- 
garians. See also Pi'oces-Verbaux, viii, 160th meet,; ix, 186th meet and annex 
to ISSth meet. 
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After agrceiticnt between the Greek and Bulgarian govern- 
ments, the Convention was declared applicable from October 
26, 1923, to Thrace, which had been excluded until that time, 
as not forming part of Greece.^® The President of the Sub- 
Commission in Greece was ordered immediately to Thrace 
to begin the application of the Convention. He there arranged 
for the immediate departure to Bulgaria of isolated Bulga- 
rians whom nothing retained in Thrace and who desired to go 
away, and also of Bulgarian women and children whose heads 
of families were already beyond the Greeo-Bulgarian frontier. 
No formal declaration of emigration and certificate of mem- 
bership in a minority or compliance with other formalities 
provided by the Rules was required. The delivery of passes 
under such conditions in no way prejudiced the carrying out 
of the regular procedure at a later time. At the same time 
the President of this Sub-Commission cooperated with the 
Governors of Macedonia and Thrace and the local authorities 
for the reestablishment of the conditions which would permit 
the free determination necessary for voluntary emigration. 

The Mixed Commission transferred its seat to Saloniki, 
and for some time (November 22, 1923 — May 17, 1024) con- 
centrated in its own hands the issue of passes to emigrants 
and former emigrants leaving Thrace or returning to Thrace,^^ 
the Sub-Commissions issuing passes only in certain specified 
cases.^^ 

The Commission also intervened both in Bulgaria and in 
Greece to insure that the burden of the settlement of refugees 
should be borne equally by the Bulgarian and Greek native 
populations. Through its Sub-Commissions it endeavored to 
prevent any further settlement of refugees in lands and homes 
of prospective emigrants, and then intervened to distribute 
the refugees in the best possible way, so that they might be 
grouped together in a certain number of houses, and to place 
the soil at the disposal of candidates for emigration who 
wished to cultivate it, or of refugees, in case the prospective 
emigrants did not plan to cultivate the land before their 

wProoSs-Verbaux, viii, 166th. meet., October 26, 1923. 

^^Proces-Verbaux, viii, 160th meet . ix, 186th meet. 

i*Prooe8-Verbaux, ix, 180th and 184th meet. 
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departure.^® Later the Commission called upon the two gov- 
ornmenls to prohibit the dispossession of prospective emi- 
grants before the harvesting or vintage of their cultivated 
lands, and to insure to them the liberty to harvest these lands, 
notwithstanding the granting of them to refugees. The Com- 
mission also decided to indemnify the prospective emigrants 
who should be unable to harvest the produce of their lands,^* 

§ 60. Suspending acceptance of declarations. Certain 
events spread alarm and terror in some localities among mem- 
bers of minorities, and resulted in a desire of emigrating in 
great masses and great haste. Outstanding in this respect are 
the events in Tarlis in Greece, which made necessary a direct 
investigation by the Mixed Commission,^® and in Stanimaka 
in Bulgaria for which a special investigation was also made.^® 

Ill view of these incidents, the Commission took up the 
question of how far declarations of emigration made in the 
time of excitement and fright should be considered irrevo- 
cable, as article 8, paragraph 3. of the Rules provided.^'' On 
July 31, 1924,“ the President of the Mixed Commission, as an 
administrative measure, telegraphed to the Sub-Commissions 
to refuse acceptance of declarations of emigration when they 
were suspected of being made under the influence of fright, 
and to accept those declarations only which were recom- 
mended by the representative of the country into which the 
emigrants intended to immigrate. Thus for three months ac- 
ceptance of declarations was suspended. 

At this time, the Geneva Protocols for the protection of 
Minorities in Bulgaria and Greece intervened. Their history is 
as follows. 

§ 61. Geneva Protocols for the protection of minorities. 
A proposal was submitted to the Council by Mr. Politis, 
representative of Greece, and Mr. Kalfoff, representative of 

i®See the conclusions of the invostigjtion in Proofes-Veibaux, ix, 194th 
meet., August 16, 1924, p. 1107. 

Proces-Verbaux, xi, 210th meet., November 12, 1924, p. 1306 , 222d meet., 
February 3, 1925, p, 1371 ; 228th. meet., May 2, 1926, p. 1411. 

Proefes-Verbaux, xii, 328th meet., May 2, 1926, p. 1411 
i®Proo68-Verbaux, ix, 196th meet., September 6, 1924, pp. 1196, 1199, 
i^Procte-Verbaux, ix, 192d meet., July 30, 1924, pp. 1161, 1166 
i^Proofea-Verbaux, ix, IWd meet., July 31, l£e4, pp. 1161-04, 1185. 
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Bulgaria, and adopted on September 29, 1924.i» Each of the 
two governments being desirous of insuring equal treatment 
to persons belonging to the Bulgarian minority in Greece, and 
to the Greek minority in Bulgaria, in accordance with the 
terms of the Treaty of Neuilly of November 27, 1919, and 
the Treaty of Minorities of August 10, 1920, came forward 
with the proposal of appointing the two neutral members of 
the Mixed Commission, Colonel Corfe and Major de Roover, 
as special representatives of the League of Nations, to assist 
the two governments in their efforts to achieve the protection 
of minorities, during the term of their appointment to the 
Commission. They were to act as an advisory body for 
Greek and Bulgarian minority questions. For this purpose 
they were to undertake an inquiry on the spot into the needs 
of persons belonging to the minorities, especially in the matter 
of education and religious worship, and were to submit to each 
government reports on the measures to be taken. They were 
to be at liberty to collect any information which might seem 
to them desirable or helpful in their work. The Bulgarian and 
Greek representatives on the Commission were to assist them. 

Colonel Corfe and Major da Roover were also to be en- 
titled to receive individual or collective petitions from persons 
belonging to the two minorities, to give their opinion on such 
petitions and to forward it to the representatives of the two 
countries on the Commission. The latter were to endeavor 
to settle the matter on the spot or send the opinion to the 
government and inform the two neutrals of the decision 
thereon. A report to the Secretary-General of the League was 
to be submitted by Colonel Corfe and Major de Roover every 
six months on their work in connection with this scheme. 
Before the expiration of thdr term of office on the Mixed 
Commission, each government would come to an agreement 
with the League as to the measures to be taken to insure the 
continued protection of the two minorities in accordance with 
the spirit of the above scheme. 

The proposal of each government, after approval by the 

“League of Nations, Document C. 633. 1924. 1 (Official Journal, October, 
1924, pp. 1349-61, 1599-1600). 
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Council, constituted a distinct Protocol, which was signed by 
the representative of the government making the proposal, 
the President of the Council, and the Secretary-General. The 
final clause provided also that the stipulations of the Protocol 
were to come into force as soon as they had been approved 
by the Council. 

The two Protocols for the protection of minorities were 
of great importance. Here were two governments coming be- 
fore the Council and proposing to appoint the two neutral 
members of the Commission as their technical advisers to help 
them to perform their full duty in protecting the minorities. 
As Professor Gilbert Murray, ^^pporteur to the Council, re- 
marked, he could not regard this action without profound 
emotion. "The particular problem with which they have to 
deal is one of the bitterest in Europe; there have been, in the 
past, few race antagonisms like that between Greek and 
Bulgar; and doubtless it has of late been made even more 
intractable by the acute sufferings through which both peoples 
have passed.” 

However, on February 3, 1926, the Greek National As- 
sembly unanimously adopted a resolution rejecting the Pro- 
tocol signed at Geneva on September 29, 1924, on the ground 
that it was at variance with the Treaty of Minorities, that 
it instituted a procedure inconsistent with the principle that 
the provisions relating to minorities preclude any interference 
in the internal affairs of the state, and that the Protocol, so 
far from insuring a period of peace, was a source of conflicts 
and continual friction. The first two grounds could hardly be 
supported. The report of the President to the Council of the 
League on March 13,®® proposed rightly that these two con- 
tentions in the Greek note should be rectified in a reply which 
the Secretariat should be requested to prepare. 

The Council expressed its deep regret at having proceeded 
to sign, through its President, an instrument which it felt 
justified in regarding as a contract between itself and the 

“Tie resolution of the Greek National Aeaembly was communioated to 
the Secretary-General, 4nd it was asked by the Greek government that the 
question be placed on the agenda of the next session of the Council. See 
League of Natiemsi, Offleial Journal, April, 1925, pp. 478, 482, 577. 
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government of Greece. It appeared, however, that Mr. Politis, 
who signed the Protocol, was not authorized to append to it 
the final clause, by the inclusion of which it was withdrawn 
from the parliamentary sanction required by the constitution 
of Greece in the case of any international instrument of this 
nature. Mr. Vonizelos told the Council that Mr. Politis, al- 
though his good faith was not in doubt, had made a political 
mistake in signing the Protocol, ignoring the realities of polit- 
ical life. He thought also that the Greek National Assembly 
had done a great service to the Council by rejecting the 
Protocol. The position of the two neutrals acting as special 
representatives of the League of Nations, in a position to 
interfere every day in the intemal administration of the 
country, would have had the result that one part of the popu- 
lation would be placed in a privileged situation vis-a-vis the 
other parts, for, after having exhausted all the means of 
recourse allowed by law to all tlio citizens, it would possess 
the additional right of recourse every day to an international 
authority for purposes of revising the legal acts of the author- 
ities of the country. Such a situation would be likely to exas- 
perate feelings and bring on civil war. 

Mr, Venizeloa, in presenting the position of Greece before 
the Council of the League, acted on the instructions of a 
government in the hands or under the influence of military 
men. This does not mean that he would have expressed 
hunself in favor of the Protocols had he acted on his own 
responsibility, but he would perhaps have suggested an alter- 
native. The Protocols were unacceptable in their form for 
several reasons. They purported to provide for a reciprocal 
situation in Bulgaria and Greece. However, at the time, most 
of the Greeks in Bulgaria had emigrated or declared their in- 
tention to emigrate to Greece, and there were indications that 
practically no Greeks would remain in Bulgaria. Consequently 
the Protocol signed by the Bulgarian government for the 
protection of the Greek minority in Bulgaria was illusory. 
This seemed to lend justification to the criticism of Mr. Politis 
made by Mr. Venizelos, that he ignored the realities of polit- 
ical life. Further, the natural tendency of the Protocols would 
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have been to discourage emigration, since under them mi- 
norities were to enjoy as full international protection as 
possible, and therefore the Protocols tended to nullify the 
Convention concerning Reciprocal Emigration and its whole 
purpose. From this point of view it would appear that the 
political recommendations of the Rumbold Committee of 
Inquiry in 1926,“^ namely, that an extension of time be 
granted to Bulgarian refugees to file declarations of emigra- 
tion, grasped the realities of the situation much more ade- 
quately than the Protocols. From another point of view the 
Protocols were objectionable, since they appointed the neutral 
members of the Commission to hear petitions on the part of 
minorities, render opinions, etc. These members had given no 
proof of qualifications to act in this most delicate task, and 
there was no desire on the part of Greece to intrust them 
with it. 

Subsequently, the Greek government advised the Council 
of the measures taken or to be taken for the Slav-speaking 
minority in Greece, and this communication was considered 
satisfactory by the Council.** 

§ 62. Effects of the Protocols on the Convention. The 
adoption of the Protocol, before its rejection by the Greek 
National Assembly, raised the question of the revocable char- 
acter of declarations of emigration. At the meeting of the 
Commission on October 1, 1924,*® the Bulgarian member 
argued that the Protocol of Minorities had intervened, and 
that many Bulgarians regretted their declarations of emigra- 
tion, expecting a new era for the minorities. He thought that 
such persons should not be considered as finally bound to 
emigrate, as this would be cruel and unjust. The Greek mem- 
ber thought that the Protocol of Minorities simply charged 
the Commission with the application of the clauses already 
existing in the Treaty of Neuilly and the Treaty concerning 
the Protection of Minorities in Greece, and that, consequently, 
no legal change has come about in the situation. Neither had 
any actual change occurred which should cause the abolition 

»tSee smpra, p. 92. 

** League of Nations, OfficM Jourml, July, 1926, pp. 876-877, 960-952, 
Proc&i-'Verbaux, xi, 200th meet., pp. 1246-52. 
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of the irrevocable character of the declaration of emigration. 

The Commission had already suspended for three months, 
in July, 1924, the acceptance of declarations of emigration. 
The neutral members of the Commission were of the opinion 
that although the Rules established the principle that declara- 
tions should be irrevocable, it was the intent of the Commis- 
sion to allow revocation in concrete cases when very serious 
reasons were invoked. Instructions to this cifect were sent* to 
the Sub- Commissions.^^ 

§ 63. Emigration of persons prosecuted for criminal acts. 
Article 3 of the Convention provided that no obstacle should 
be placed in the way of the departure of a voluntary emigrant 
for any reason whatever, save in case of a final sentence to 
imprisonment for an infraction of ordinary law. In case of a 
sentence which was not yet final, or of penal proceedings 
under ordinary law against an emigrant, he was handed over 
to the authorities of the country to which he was going by the 
authorities of the prosecuting country with a view to his trial. 
In interpreting this provision, the Commission decided that 
a final sentence for an infraction of ordinary law but not to 
imprisonment, a final sentence for a political infraction, or 
penal proceedings for such an infraction could form no ob- 
stacle to the departure of emigrants.®® 

The Commission undertook to determine the mode accord- 
ing to which such persons were to emigrate. Thus, it decided 
that persons sentenced for an infraction of ordinary law but 
not to imprisonment and otherwise qualified to emigrate 
should be delivered, with the judgment concerning them, at 
the frontier to the authorities of the other country, which 
might act according to the instructions of their government. 
As regards prospective emigrants under a sentence or penal 
proceedings for a political crime, they might, at the option of 
the country which detained them, be set free with the view of 

See on this mpta, § 48. 

26 Procfes-Verbavix, vi, 116th meet., November 14, 1922, p. 792. 

26 According to the interpretation admitted by the Commission, sentences 
to imprisomneTit for an infraction of oidirnwy law constituted an ob&laele to 
emigration oidy if tiiey became final before the date of declaration of 
emigration. See ProcSs-Veibaux, idv, 267th meet., June 12, 1926, p. 1723. 
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their emigration, or be delivered at the frontier to the author- 
ities of the other country. 

The Commission also took into consideration the fact that, 
so long as the state of war or of siege continued, the imme- 
diate departure of persons under a sentence or penal prosecu- 
tion for a political as well as for an ordinary crime might 
constitute a danger to the security of the state, and it decided 
that the application of article 3 of the Convention might be 
suspended temporarily, at the request of the respective gov- 
ernments, in respect of certain persons.®'^ 

§ 64. Facilitating the emigration. The other action of the 
Commission, besides that of insuring the freedom and volun- 
tary character of emigration, consisted in the measures taken 
to facilitate the emigration of the two minorities. This the 
Coinmissiou sought to accomplish by the grant of passes 
(feuilles de route), having the force of regular passports, by 
facilities of transportation, exemption from customs duties for 
the export and import of movable property of emigrants, and 
by protective measures with respect to the requisition and 
transportation of movable property.®® 

§ 65. The granting of passes. Passes were granted by the 
Sub-Commissions to candidates for emigration presenting a 
certificate of the fiscal authorities indicating that their taxes ®® 
were paid.®® No such certificate was required from indigent 

«_ProcSs-Verbaux, vi, 116th and 117th meet., November 14, 16, 1922. 
Political prisoners weie alloired to aiTange their aSairs in the country of origin 
before their emigration,- they were not permitted to return to such country 
later, save by special consent of the authorities (vii, igist meet., March 3. 
1923), 

28 All document® issued to emigrants by public authorities or to be used 
before^ the Commission and its agencies were exempted from taxes or fees, 
including the stamp. Exception was made for purely judicial acts issued by 
the Courts. See Prooes-Verbaux, iv, 72d meet., January 3, 1923, p. 478. 

89 The claims of a private order of the state against candidates for emigra- 
tion were not assimilated to taxes, and could not, therefore, justify a refusal 
of a certificate of payment of taxes for the issue of passes to emigrants, 
although tlie state might resort to judicial seizure of the movable property of 
emigrants. This rule was applied in respect to the so-called Demir Bosch; or 
cjaims of the state for the price of seed. See Proofes-Verbaux, xi, 207th meet., 
November 4, 1924^ p. 1293. 

*®Speml provisions were made for securing the National Bank of Greece 
and the National and Agricultural Banks of Bulgaria, to which candidates 
mr emigmlion might be indebted. In general, whenever the payment of such 
debte as well as of the taxes could bo secured through the real property under 
hqmdabon. by the Commission, passes were granted for journeys of canigrants. 
Procis-Verbaux, xi, 20lBt meet., October 18, 1924, p. 1260. 
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persons, if they presented a certificate of their township 
vouching for their indigeiiee.^^ A person who filed an applica- 
tion for liquidation of real property could in no case be 
deemed an indigent,®^ 

Passes were also granted to prospective emigrants who 
wished to visit the country of immigration for the purpose 
of choosing an estate or of preparing for settlement, on pre- 
sentation of a certificate from the police authorities to the 
effect that no objection to such journey existed; also to former 
emigrants who filed a declaration of emigration and wished to 
return to the country which they had left in order to care 
for their families and their affairs. The granting of passes to 
the latter class was conditional upon favorable information 
as to the person concerned from the authorities of both coun- 
tries (Rules, article 24).®® Later this facility was granted also 
to persons who, not having filed a declaration of emigration, 
desired to make such a visit in order to decide whether they 
would file such a declaration.®^ 

After their definitive emigration, the emigrants might 
return to the country of origin, being given the same usage 
in such case as former emigrants. Whenever, however, they 
were summed for the purpose of appraisal of their property, 
the presentation of the letter of summons to the Sub-Com- 
mission served as warrant for the delivery of the pass.®® The 


By a decision of March 15, 1923, the Commission allowed the Sub-Com- 
missions to di^ense with such certificates of indigence, when they could not 
be easily obtained and the indigence of the appbeant was proved by other 
means. Froc^-Yerbaux, vii, 134th meet., March 15, 1923. 

ss The decision referred to in the previous note allowed exceptions in this 
case too. 

»»This information might be dispensed with by the Sub-Commission, in 
case the member of the Sub-Commi^on representii^ the country to which 
the former emigrant wished to go consented immediately to the delivery of 
the pass. Otherwise, the Sub-Commi^on or the member in quoBtion_ might 
ask the diplomatic, consular, or police authorities whether any objections to 
the journey of the applicant existed. If no reply was received within thir^ 
days from the date of such inquiry, it was presumed that no objection existed. 
Proces-Verbaux, vii, 132d meet., March 10, 1923. The Commission decided 
that objection on the part of the authorities of a country on the sole ground 
that the former emigrant wae unknown to them would not prevent the 
issuing of a pass. The Greek authorities seem to have objected on. this 
ground to many former emigrants. Proces-Verbaux, xi, 222d meet., February 
3, 1925. 

s*ProcfeB-Verbaux, vii, 138th mee^ March 28, 1923. 

** Procte-Verbaux, xi, 222d meet., February 3, 1926. 
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fonapr emigrants of the villages which were visited by the 
Sub-Commissions for the purpose of liquidation of properties 
were also summoned, and passes were granted to them in due 
time by the Sub-Commissions.®® 

§ 66. Facilities for transportation. At the first, free trans- 
portation by railway was granted to indigent emigrants and 
members of their families and also for fifty kilogrammes of 
luggage per person (Rules, article 13). By a subsequent de- 
cision of the Commission,®'' the railway fares on the trains of 
the Greek and Bulgarian slates were reduced by 50^ for 
persons emigrating under the Convention. This reduction ex- 
tended to the members of their families and to their movable 
property. The same reduction might be granted by the Sub- 
Commissions to emigrants wishing to visit the country of 
immigration for the reasons considered above, in case the 
applicants were of limited means and the trip was deemed 
necessary. This decision was carried out by the two govern- 
ments. It seems, however, that the use of passes and certi- 
ficates of reduction of railway fares gave room to abuses.®® 
In view of the fact that many landed emigrants left their 
country of origin before the liquidation of their property, and 
that some of them were without any resources at the time 
of emigration, the Sub-Commissions were authorized to give 
such persons privileges similar to those granted indigeuts in 
regard to free railway transportation.®® 

§ 67. Exemption from customs duties. The emigrants 
were free to take with them or to have transported their 
movable property of any kind. No export or import duty 
could be levied on such property. Likewise the former emi- 
grants had the right to seek out and have transported, free 
from custom duties, the movable property which they had left 
in their country of origin. The certificates of exemption from 
customs for new and fonner emigrants were issued by the 
Sub-Commissions.*® 

»*Proo6s-Verbttux, xiv, 266th meet., June 10, 1926. 

Proefes-Verbaux, vii, 136th meet., March 16, 1933. 
s^ProeSa-Verbaux, xi, 2CI0th meet, October 11, 13, 1024, p. 1256. 

»» Procte-Verbaux, xii, 230th meet., May 14, 1926, p. I 4 M. 

** Convention, article 6; Rules, articles 14, 26; decision of the Commis- 
aion, September 6, 1924 (Proefes-'Verbaux, ix, 196th meet., p. 1200) . 
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The food for the inaintenaiice of the family of the emi- 
grant cultivator until the next harvest, and also the seed which 
he might need for his planting and sowing, enjoyed the ex- 
emption from custom duties and the reduced railway tariff. 

On the other hand, merchandise, and in general all prod- 
ucts which the emigrant had meant for sale, were regarded 
as business property and were excluded from the exemption 
from custom duties and the reduced tariff (Rules, article 14) . 

§ 68. Taking away movable property. Movable property, 
within the meaning of article 6 of the Convention, was 
deemed to include the house furniture; household utensils, 
clothes, and effects; implements of husbandry and tools of 
trades and professions; and the live-stock and flocks usually 
kept by an emigrant.'*^ 

The existence of movable property and the question 
whether a certain property was movable and could be carried 
away by the emigrants were sometimes examined by the local 
Sub-Commissions. No serious difficulties seem to have arisen 
on these points. Testimonial evidence was admitted in such 
cases.*® 

In view of the provision of article 6 concerning the mov- 
able property of communities, the Mixed Commission de- 
cided*® that in case of emigration of all the members of a 
community, such members might take with them the movable 
property of the community, in so far as it could be removed 
without injury to the immovable property. In case of partial 
emigration, the movable property could not be taken away 
pending the determination of the whole question of com- 
munities. 

§ 69. Requisition of movable property. In certain cases 
movable property of candidates for emigration as well as of 
other inhabitants of the country, in particular, live-stock and 
cereals, was subjected to requisition by the military or civil 

Special measui'es were taken for preventing frauds in the exemption 
from custom duties of live-sloclc transported by emigrants. The Sub-Commis- 
sions exercised the necessary control iu granting certificates of exemption with 
inventories of five-stock. See Procla-Verbaux, xi, 213th meet., November 19, 
1924, p. 1313. 

Proefes-Verbaux, xxxii, 468th meet„ December 22, 1928, pp. 19, 22. 

Proofea-Verbaux, xii, 236th meet,, July 28, 1925, p. 1480, 
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authorities. The Commission considered that, inasmuch as the 
Convention provided that the emigrants had the right to take 
away or have transported their movable property of any kind, 
requisitions of their movable property were contrary to the 
Convention. And, whenever such property was requisitioned 
without being paid for, there resulted a claim of the emigrants 
against the state which could not be classed with the claims 
arising from the liquidation of immovable property. It was 
accordingly decided that the chattel property specified in 
article 14 of the Rules could not be subjected to requisition, 
and that all requisitions, past or future, on goods not included 
in article 14 of the Rules should be paid for to the emigrants 
before their departure.** 

§ 70. Recovery of seized movable property. Article 27 of 
the Rules provided, in connection with the right of former 
emigrants to look for and take away or have transported the 
movable property which they had left in the country of emi- 
gration, that movable property which had been confiscated or 
seised for reasons other than those of ordinary law, and which 
was stm in the hands of the authorities, should be delivered 
to them, and that no fee for storage or for other cause could 
be demanded of them. For goods which had been sold or used 
by the authorities after October 4, 1920, and for which there 
existed written evidence, the claimants were reimbursed by 
the Mixed Commission; if they had been sold, at the price 
received by the treasury; if they had been used, at a price 
determined by the Mixed Commission. A decision of the Com- 
mission made it clear that tho provisions of the Rules for 
reimbursement for the goods of emigrants used by the au- 
thorities applied also to goods wasted or destroyed, and that 
such waste or destruction could be proved by any means of 
evidence.*® 

§ 71. Change of nationality of emigrants. According to 
article 5 of the Convention, “emigrants shall lose the nation- 
ality of the country which they leave the moment they quit 

*»^ProcSa*Veiba«x, vii, 133d meet., March 13, 1923, ix, 190th meet., July 

38 1924. » 1 1 IV 

’"I^cfes-Verbaux, 3d, 206th meet., November 1, 1924, p. 1286. Greece and 
Bulgana passed laws m order to cany out these provisions. Ibid 
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it and shall acquire that of the country of destination from 
the moment of their arrival there.” It would seem that the 
passage of the frontier between the two countries was the 
definite act which caused the loss of the one nationality and 
the acquisition of the other. The stipulation of this article was 
self-executing, and no municipal law was required to carry it 
into effect. 

§ 72. Statistics of emigration under the Convention. 
Migrations of minorities between Greece and Bulgaria had 
their chief beginnings during and after the Balkan Wars. 
Even before that time there had been a notable exodus of 
Greeks from the Bulgarian Black Sea coast and the Maritza 
valley, as a result of an anti-Greek movement in those regions 
in 1906, This movement was occasioned by the antagonism 
between Greeks and Bulgarians in Macedonia. Following 
many atrocities against them, the Greek inhabitants of towns 
and larger villages in the regions of Burgas, Kavakli, and 
Philippopolis sought refuge in Greece and were settled by the 
Greek government in the district of Volos in Thessaly. These 
refugees numbered about 36,000. There remained at the time 
of the Balkan Wars in Bulgaria some 45,000 Greeks. 

During the Balkan Wars no change seems to have oc- 
curred in this old Greek population in Bulgaria. When, as a 
result of these wars, Bulgaria first occupied Eastern Mace- 
donia and Western Thrace, there were migrations of the 
Greeks of these sections to Greek Macedonia, while many 
Bulgarians left Greek Macedonia. At the conclusion of the 
Balkan Wars some of the emigrants returned to their homes, 
but the larger part settled in the country of their kinship. It 
would appear that 60,000 Bulgarians had thus definitively 
emigrated from Greek Macedonia, and 80,000 Greeks from 
Bulgarian Macedonia and from Western Thrace, which re- 
mained Bulgarian in 1914. 

During the World War, when the Bulgarian armies ad- 
vanced in 1916 for the occupation of Eastern Macedonia, the 
majority of the Greeks of this section fled before the advanc- 
ing Buigarians. Most of the Greeks who remained were de- 
ported to Bulgaria, and it would seem that few of them es- 
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caped death. When, in 1918^ Eastern Macedonia and Western 
Thrace were occupied by the Greeks and the Allies, the emi- 
grant Greek population returned to their homes. At the same 
time, however, a number of the Greeks in Old Bulgaria emi- 
grated to Greece, being wearied by the vexations and difficul- 
ties of the previous decade. Especially did this apply to 
Greeks living near the Greco-Bulgarian boundary. The out- 
come, therefore, of all these migrations of Greeks from Bul- 
garia was that only a little over 30,000 Greeks remained in 
Bulgaria. 

It appears from the statistics of the Mixed Commission 
that practically all of the Greeks in Bulgaria declared their 
intention to emigrate and left the Bulgarian territory in the 
years 1923 to 1928. Indeed, in all, 46,000 Greeks availed them- 
selves of the Convention. Of these 16,000 were former emi- 
grants, who had left the Bulgarian territory prior to the com- 
ing into effect of the Convention. At the present time, only a 
few hundred Greeks remain in Bulgaria. 

The migrations of Bulgarians from the territories forming 
until 1912 part of the Turkish Empire and subsequently ac- 
quired by Greece date as far back as 1902 and 1903, when the 
Turks undertook to repress by atrocities the revolutionary 
movements among Bulgarian peasants instigated by the Mace- 
donian Revolutionary Comnciittee. From that time to the Bal- 
kan Wars a number of Bulgarians who were threatened with 
prosecution at the hands of Turks emigrated to Bulgaria, 
But these migrations were slight compared with those which 
followed the Balkan Wars, and later the advance of the 
Greek and Allied armies near the end of the World War. It 
is impossible to determine with accuracy the numbers of 
these emigrants. Probably the figure of 70,000 would be near 
the truth. The Greek census of 1920 showed that there re- 
mained at the time in Greek Macedonia and Thrace a total 
of 139,000 Bulgarians. 

According to the figures of the Mixed Commission, the 
Bulgarians who availed themselves of die Convention num- 
bered, with their families, 92,000 persons. Of these, 39,000 
had left Greece prior to the coming into effect of the Conven- 
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tion. This shows that not all of the Bulgarian former emi- 
grants sought the benefits of the Convention. At least 30,01)0 
'boycotted' the Convention, clearly under the influence of 
the Macedonian Revolutionary Committee. It may be that 
many of them were rural workers and had no property left 
in Macedonia and Thrace of which they could seek the liqui- 
dation. But it would appear from the proposal made at the 
present time (July, 1931) by the Bulgarian government, that 
the Commission should accept 6000 late declarations of for- 
mer emigrants in Bulgaria, that a great number of them left 
properties in Greece. 

In addition to the 39,000 former emigrants, a total of 
53,000 new Bulgarian emigrants left Greece after 1923. These 
are only part of the 139,000 Bulgarians who lived in Greece 
in 1920. The Greek census of 1928 gives the number of Bul- 
garians in Greece as 82,000. Of the Bulgarians remaining in 
Greece the greater number are found in the northern part of 
Western and Central Macedonia, far from the Greco-Bulgar- 
ian boundary. They form compact Bulgarian villages in the 
regions of Fiorina, Kastoria, Enotia, Ghumendza, and Edessa; 
the remainder are scattered m small numbers in the regions 
of Sidirocastro, Seres, Drama, and Zichni, in Eastern Mace- 
donia. There are no Bulgarians left in Western Thrace. 
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§ 73. Right recognized by the Commission. Article 7 
of the Convention provided that “real property, rural or 
urban, belonging to voluntary emigrants or to the communi- 
ties . . . shall be liquidated ... by the Mixed Commission.” 
And article 12, concerning the former emigrants, stipulated 
that they “shall have a right to the value of the property left 
by them . . . such value to be that resulting from the liqui- 
dation -which will be made of the property by the Mixed Com- 
mission.” It would seem that the Convention expected that all 
real property of new and former emigrants was to be liqui- 
dated by the Commission. However, the Rules provided for 
two kinds of disposition of real property; direct disposition by 
the new and former emigrants themselves or by their agents 
within a decided period; and liquidation by the Mixed Com- 
mission in case no such disposition was made, or in case an 
application for liquidation by the Commission was filed. 

The right to dispose of tbeir property was brought to the 
knowledge of the members of minorities at a very early iitne.^ 
It belonged to persons who filed a declaration of emigration 

^Proete-Verbaux, i, 12th, and I6th meet., Jauuaiy 6, 11, 1931. 
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and it could be exercised regardless of the general prohibitions 
of transfer of real property existing in the countries concerned 
(Rules, article 15).^ Although no precise statistics exist on 
the direct sales by emigrants of their immovable properties, 
the writer was informed by the members of the Commission 
that only in rare cases did such sales take place. 

§ 74. Time-limit for direct disposal. The time-limit 
within which direct sales could be made was originally fixed 
at August 31, 1924, but provision was made for granting ex- 
tensions. Later, the Commission decided that the final date on 
which candidates for emigration could dispose of their prop- 
erty was, for each locality, the date which the competent 
Sub-Commission should fix for its visit for the work of ap- 
praisal of properties under liquidation.® Notice of this date 
was sent one month in advance by the Sub-Coimnission to 
the mayor of the village and was advertised on bulletin boards 
in the oflS^ees of all the Sub-Commissions.* 

In the case of urban property, even though the owner had 
apphed for its liquidation by the Mked Commission, it might 
be sold until the above-mentioned date. In the case of rural 
property, if the owner had applied for its liquidation by the 
Mixed Commission, it might be sold by him only on special 
authorization by the competent Sub-Commission, given by a 
unanimous vote.® 

§ 75. Limitations of the right. Whenever an application 
for hquidation by the Commission was made, a permission to 
the applicant to sell his real property directly was not granted 
if it exposed creditors to certain risks. The authorization to 

2 Laws were passed in the two countries to permit such sales by emigrants 
as an exception to the existing prohibitions. See Pioc^Veibaux, viii, 154tli 
meet, September 28, 1923, p. 1004. 

“Proces-Veibaux, ix, 18^h meet., July 16, 1924, p. 1140. 

Pilules, article 42. 

In case on the date fixed by the Sub-Commission a sale waa under 
negotiation and certain formalities were yet to be complied with, the Sub- 
Commission allowed a further period, but it also proceeded to gather the 
factors of appraisal of the property m question, so that it could appraise it 
later, in case of the unsuccessful termination of die negotiations for sale. 

® ProcSs-Yerbaux, xii, 229th and 235th meet., pp. 1149, 1474. By an excep- 
tion late sales were allowed provided the propeHy was not yet liquidated, the 
interested person prayed his ownership, and no ocoupation by refugees had 
taken place. Ibid , xvi, 302d meet., p. 1981, xvii, 316th meet., p 2114 , 320th 
meet., p. 2141; xyiii, 333rd meet., p. 2309, M4th meet., April 12, 1927, p. 18. 
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sell was coimnunicatcd to creditors whose names appeared in 
the file of the applicant and to the fiscal authorities, so that 
they could take steps for the security of their claims.® 

The settlement of refugees in the rural and urban prop- 
erty of prospective emigrants caused certain limitations to the 
absolute power of disposal of such property by emigrants. 
Whenever rural or urban property had not been occupied by 
refugees, the above rules prevailed. In the case of urban 
houses in which refugees had been settled, the prospective 
emigrant could apply for the evacuation of his house with a 
view to its direct sale, on condition, however, that he had not 
applied for the liquidation of such house. Rural property 
occupied by refugees could not be sold directly by an emi- 
grant. A sale of urban or rm’al property begun before occu- 
pation by the refugees could not be stopped by that fact.'^ It 
has already been seen " lhat the Commission took special 
measures to prevent unjust treatment of emigrants by reason 
of the settlement of refugees. 

§ 76. Extent of the right. The direct disposal of real es- 
tate by emigrants included not only sale, but also exchange of 
properties between persons emigrating reciprocally from the 
two countries. In this case they were required to make a deed 
of sale in each of the countries before the competent authori- 
ties.® Emigrants were also free to rent their real property 
until the time of liquidation.^® 

It is evident from the above statements that the Com- 
mission aimed to encourage the direct disposal of real prop- 
erty of emigrants until the last possible minute. This was 
sound policy. The owner was encouraged to dispose of his 
property if he found it to his interest to do so. Yet he was 
not compelled to a forced sale when, under the conditions 
of emigration, property was depreciated in price. A further aid 
was the exemption of sales of emigrants’ property from all 

®See the ease of Tachtadji, ProqSs-Vetbaux, xxviii, 427tih meet., July 11, 
1928, p. 20. . . 

f Procls-Verbaux, xii, 229th and 235Ui meet., pp. 1149, 1474, 

»8«prtt, p. 108. 

» PiDcSs-Verisaux, si, 200th meet., October 11, 13, 1924, p. 1253. 

M Proefea-Vetbaux, si, 207th meet., Novembei' 4, 1924, p. 1294, 
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taxes and registration feesd* In case the sale was made before 
the filing of a declaration of emigration, but with a view to 
such emigration, it was exempted from taxation if the com- 
petent Sub-Commission decided that the sale was preparatory 
to the emigration^® 

§ 77. Properties of former emigrants. Whatever is said 
above on the power of emigrants to dispose directly of their 
property applies both to new and former emigrants. (Rules, 
article 28.) Something, however, was necessary to place the 
latter in the same position as new emigrants. The property 
that they had left in the country of origin on their emigra- 
tion had often been subjected to exceptional legal and ad- 
ministrative measures: seizure, sequestration, confiscation, 
etc. They could not dispose of such property unless all such 
exceptional laws and measures were abrogated or revoked. 
These measures had been taken by the two governments on 
their own territory, and by the Ottoman government on ter- 
ritories at that time under the Turkish sovereignty which had 
since passed under the sovereignty of either Bulgaria or 
Greece. The Commission decided at an early date, in inter- 
preting article 12 of the Convention, that its words “in the 
country which they [the former emigrants] have left” ap- 
plied not only to property left in the territories originally 
Greek and Bulgarian but also to that left in territory then 
under Turkish sovereignty and now under Greek or Bulgarian 
sovereignty.^® 

The Commission also had to determine the meaning of 
the words: "the property left by them,” namely, the former 
emigrants, “in the country which they have left.” The Bul- 
garian view was that these words applied to all properties 
belonging to former eanigrants by virtue of the ordinary laws, 
notwithstanding the modifications introduced into the situa- 
tion by reason of exceptional laws or administrative meas- 
ures promulgated or taken against them by the Greek, Bul- 
garian, or Turkish governments with a political purpose and 
occasioned by the abandonment of such properties following 
Rules, artido 16, paragraph 3. 

Proote-Verbaux, viii, 155th meet., October 2, 1923, p. 1012, 
Proc^-Verbaux, h, 48th meet., July 11, 192i, p. 2^. 
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the emigration of their owners. The Greek view excluded 
property confiscated, seized, etc., under Turkish sovereignty, 
by virtue of legislation and administrative measures of the 
Turkish government. The Greek member thought that the 
Commission was incompetent to deal with the liquidation of 
property disposed of by the Turkish government. Legally, his 
view would seem correct. But the Commission here again, as 
in the case of the determination of persons entitled to claim 
under article 12, was not greatly bothered by legal questions. 
It preferred to pay attention to “the humanitarian aims which 
the Convention was pursuing.” Here were a number of peo- 
ple who had left their properties behind in territories under 
Turkish sovereignty. These properties were confiscated, seized, 
or otherwise dealt with by the Turkish government. Then the 
Bulgarian and the Greek governments succeeded the Turkish 
government in the same territories. Should these disposses- 
sions be ignored by the Mixed Commission? It could be 
answered that the duty of the Commission, however pious 
and humanitarian might be its intentions, was to execute the 
Convention, and not to write a new one. What was important 
was the intention of the contracting countries at the time the 
Convention was made. Now, by no coUstruction of its terms 
can article 12 be made to mean that the two governments 
were to cancel the legislative or administrative measures taken 
by another government on territory over which that govern- 
ment exercised full legal authority before its annexation to 
the countries concerned. At the time this territory was occu- 
pied by Greece and Bulgaria, certain rights had already been 
disposed of by the Turkish government. These were, accord- 
ingly, not disposed of by legislative or administrative meas- 
ures of Greece and Bulgaria of the sort which were now to be 
repealed. Of course, properties left by former emigrants and 
not disposed of by the Turkish government could be claimed 
by their owners. However, the two neutral members were of 

1* ProofeshVerbaux, ii, 36th meet., March 31, 1921, p. 164; 38th meet., April 
6, 1821, p. 163; 44th meet.. April 28, 1921, p. 210. 

“The memor^dum of ihe ne-utral member, de Roover, which formed the 
bajsie of the decision of the Commission, attempts also to justify this view by 
an interpretation of the letter of the Convention; but his argtunents are 
specious and arludoial. 
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the view that the Bulgarian position was more reasonable, and 
the Mixed Commission adopted it in its decision.^® In one re- 
spect the solution seemed hardly equitable. Properties left by 
Bulgarians in territories formerly under Turkish and now 
under Greek sovereignty had been allotted by the Turkish 
government to Turks who had left the Bulgarian territory 
after the Balkan Wars. Thus Greece was now bound to re- 
store these properties to Bulgarian former emigrants without 
receiving in exchange the properties left in Bulgaria by the 
Turks. 

§ 78. Repeal of measures of dispossession. A law repeal- 
ing all laws and measures of dispossession applied to property 
left behind by former emigrants in territory now mider the 
Bulgarian sovereignty was passed in Bulgaria on July 27, 
1921.'^’ A Greek draft law to the same effect was considered 
by the Commission in a number of its meetings.^® Following 
the promulgation of this law by the Greek government, and 
the promulgation and adoption of laws and decrees in the 
two countries securing reciprocity, the Commission was satis- 
fied that the Convention was to receive complete reciprocal 
recognition in the countries concerned.^® The Rules, accord- 
ingly, provided as follows (articles 29 and 30) with respect to 
properties of former emigrants. 

All exceptional measures, taken on the basis of laws, regu- 
lations, circulars, or otherwise, and affecting property of per- 
sons belonging to the Greek or Bulgarian minority, who had 
left their country of origin and were now established in the 
country to which they were naturally akin, were repealed 
or cancelled. These persons had the right, even if they had 
not filed a declaration of defiboitive emigration,®® to take pos- 
session of their property, whether or not such property had 
been confiscated, sequestrated, abandoned, or the like, and to 

wProots-Verbaux, ii, 48th meet., p. 245. 

M gee text of this law in Prooes-Verbaux, iii, pp. 367-374. 

18 Proofea-Varbaux, iv, 70th, 71at, and 72d meet., December 27 to 29, 1921, 
pp. 465 ff. 

18 Proofes-Verbaux, vi, 116th meat., November 11, 1922, p. 786, 

*8 This declaration, was only required when such persons desired their 
property to be lii^uidatod by the Commission. See decision of Oct. 10, 1921 
(Prooes-Verbaux, iv, p. 432), 
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dispose of it freely, by using it to their own profit, by trans- 
ferring it to others, or otherwise, subject to certam restric- 
tions to be considered below. It is to be noted that the Rules 
thus extended the principle of repeal of extraordinary meas- 
ures against the property of persons who had left property 
in their country of origin, and of the reinstatement of such 
persons in their properties, to persona who filed no declaration 
of definitive emigration. It is hard to find any basis in the 
Convention or in the appointment of the Commission for its 
intervention in favor of persons who were not emigrants. 
The Commission in this without doubt acted beyond its com- 
petence. Such persons, if they had rights, could claim them 
under the Treaty concerning the Protection of Minorities, 
with which the Commission had nothing to do. The reason 
alleged by the Commission, that the failure to reinstate such 
persons in their properties would bring upon them an indirect 
pressure to declare their intention to emigrate, in order to 
have the properties liquidated by the Mixed Commission, 
would seem weak.®^ 

§ 79. Income of, and damage to, property of former 
emigrants. In case such property had been confiscated or 
placed under sequestration, the proprietors had a right to the 
income received by the state or by the sequestrator from the 
date of confiscation or act of sequestration to the date of res- 
toration of the property to the legally entitled persons. This 
income was to be paid through the medium of the Mixed 
Commission.®® 

Por any damage to such property done after October 4, 
1920, by the act or negligence of the authorities charged with 
its administration and keeping, an indemnity was due to 
proprietors. They needed to prove that such damage was done 
after the above date, and that there had really been, on the 
part of the competent authority, a negligence which caused 

S'- See also Wurfbain, L’echange Chr&co-Bvigare des minoritds ethnigues 
(Lausanne, 1930), pp. 76, 140. 

An application for the payment of the income, containing a description 
of the property for which the state had received revenues, the amount of such 
revenues, if known, the designation of the administration which might have 
received them, and any other useful details, was to be presented to Ihe Mixed 
Commission or Sub-Commission by the interested paity (Rules, article 69). 
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such results as destruction of buildings, vines, plantations, 
etc.; non-payment of premiums on insurance policies, when 
the revenue of the property sufficed for their payment; and 
the like.®® In cases in which the property in question was 
used by refugees and the latter paid no rent, no indemnity 
was due the proprietor. Property taken after October 4, 1920, 
by eminent domain for reasons of public and social utility 
might be reappraised by the Mixed Comnoission on the basis 
of its previous state and its value at the time of the new 
appraisal. In this case the price already paid was to be sub- 
tracted from the price resulting from the liquidation by the 
Mixed Commission. 

§ 80. Restrictions on property rights of former emi- 
grants. This cancellation of exceptional measures and the right 
of free disposition of property of former emigrants was sub- 
ject to the following restrictions: 

(1) Property which had been used for the settlement of 
refugees was not restored to its proprietor; the latter had 
only the right to the value of such property as determined 
after liquidation by the Mixed Commission. 

(2) Property which had been rented without a clause for 
cancellation and for which the term did not expire before 
July 1, 1923, called for special measures by the Commission 
and the Sub-Conamissions, the state being held liable for in- 
demnifying the owner in the future. 

(3) In the case of property in dispute between a former 
emigrant and a third person,®* the controversy was heard by 
the competent local Sub-Commission. If the third person 
claimed a right in rem acquired on such property after its 
seizure by the state, and the Sub-Commission or the tribu- 
nals of the state recognized such right, the emigrant owner 
had a right only to the value of the property as determined 
by the Mixed Commission. If such right was acquired prior 

*3 An application for indemnity, with all necessary specifications and de- 
taite, was to be presented to the Mixed Commission or Sub-Commission by 
the interested party (Itulcs, article 70) . 

3* As the Commission understood the term 'third person,' it meant a 
person, not connected with the dealings in the properties of former emigrsmts, 
who had acquired rights by virtue of the ordinary law. Proofea-Verbaux, iv, 
70th meet., p. 453. 
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to the seizure of the property by the state, and the Sub- 
Commission found that such right was a right in rem accord- 
ing to the ordmary law, the parties were referred to the 
tribunals. If the right claimed was not found by the Sub- 
Comimssion to be a right in rem, the authorities were asked 
to restore the property to the emigrant. 

The following were not considered as creating rights in 
rem, according to the ordinary law: (a) titles created and is- 
sued by the Ottoman Commission by virtue of the Law on 
Abandoned Property (_Emval-l-Metrouke ) ; (b) donations 

or purchases of a fictitious character or at such a price that 
the act constituted in substance a disguised donation; (c) 
prescription, except in cases where the Mixed Commission 
found that the emigrant proprietor had left his country for 
personal reasons, independently of any compulsory or mass 
movement of emigration. 

(4) If a third person, who had in his possession without 
legal title the property of a fomer emigrant during the ab- 
sence of the latter, had made reasonable improvements, con- 
sisting of buildings, plantations, etc., the Mixed Commission, 
when called upon to liquidate such property, on the applica- 
tion of the former emigrant determined the share of each 
party in the value of the property. In case the former emi- 
grant did not apply to the Commission for the liquidation of 
the property, the controversy between him and the third 
person was decided by the tribunals. 

§ 81. Protection by the Treaty concerning the Protec- 
tion of Minorities. A decision of the Commission made it 
clear that the fact that a former emigrant availed himself 
of the provisions of the new law in Greece, abrogating the 
exceptional measures of dispossession, and took possession of 
his property, was not to be deemed as implying that the per- 
son in question had decided definitively to avail himself of 
the Convention and had renounced the rights afforded by the 
Treaty concerning the Protection of Minorities.*® 

The above decision was declared applicable in Bulgaria as 

The poaeessiau of such a title did not prevent a person from proving his 
lights in another -way, Proces-Verbaux, iv, 70th meet., p. 454. 

*®Pioces-V6rbaitx, iv, Wd meet., December 39, 1921, p. 473. 
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well as in Greece. The two governments were held bound to 
preserve and maintain the properties of former emigrants 
which were already confiscated, placed under sequestration, or 
deemed abandoned, until the moment of their restoration to 
the legally entitled persona.^’’ 

§ 82. Taking possession of properties. The procedure 
for former emigrants in taking possession of properties left 
by them was the following.^® The interested person had to 
obtain from the mayor of the township of his domicile a cer- 
tificate of membership in a minority and file it, together with 
an application for taking possesion of his property (demande 
de reprise de biens immohiliers) , with the Sub-Commission of 
his domicile or the Mixed Commission. The Sub-Commission, 
after examination, delivered to such person a certificate (cer- 
tificat de droit de reprise de biens) stating that the person in 
question fulfilled the conditions required by article 7 (b) 
of the Rules; namely, that he was a former emigrant, within 
the meaning of the Convention. Then the interested person 
applied, directly or through an agent, to the administrative 
authorities of the place where his property was situated, who 
were bound to put him in possession of the property. In case 
a controversy was raised between the former emigrant and 
the local administrative authorities, or between the former 
and third persons, in respect to his rights in the property 
claimed, he might appeal to the Sub-Commission of the place 
where the property was situated. The latter would then ex- 
amine his rights according to the rules of articles 29 and 30 
of the Rules above considered. 

§ 83. Property occupied by refugees. The exception con- 
cerning property occupied by refugees to the rule of restora- 
tion of properties of former emigrants made necessary further 
regulations as regards, in particular, the period of settlement, 
the persons to be classed as refugees, and the uses which such 
property served.®® The exception applied only to property in 
which refugees were already finally settled before the presen- 
tation of the certificate, issued by a Sub-Commission, of the 

Proola-Vetbaux, vii, tSlat meet., March. 3, 1923, p. 841. 

®®See Rtiles, article 66. 

saProofes-Verbaux, k, 182d meet., April 13, 1924, p. 1119. 
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right to enter into possession. The power of the government 
to requisition a property for the settlement of refugees was 
suspended from the date of the presentation of the above 
certificate until the expiration of the period for direct sale of 
such property by the emigrant in question. However, in re- 
gions where the mass migration of the local population had 
practically suspended the market for lands and houses, and 
where a new economic life had not reestablished such market, 
the government might refuse to restore property that it de- 
sired to reserve for the settlement of refugees. 

The Commission defined the word ‘refugees’ as meaning 
the persons who had left their country of origin in order to 
establish themselves in the country to which they were na- 
tionally akin on the occasion of a war, a revolution, or a poli- 
tical movement, and who were in a state calling for assistance. 
The term was also negatively defined, as not including persons 
who had emigrated in an isolated way, or for personal conve- 
nience, or persons who were financially independent. It will 
be seen that these definitions did not cover all the cases of 
refugees; they served only for the purposes of the application 
of the Convention. The right of former emigrants to enter 
into possession of their properties and dispose of them freely 
was restricted only in regard to the swarms of destitute refu- 
gees who stood in need of immediate settlement and assist- 
ance. 

Not only were the possessory rights of refugees in the 
property of former emigrants limited to certain classes of 
refugees and to certain periods of time; but they applied 
only to the following classes of property. (1) Productive land 
allotted to refugees for cultivation and effectively cultivated 
by them. This excluded land which was not given for culti- 
vation or which was not actually cultivated by the refugees. 
(2) Meadows allotted to refugees for the needs of their own 
live-stock and actually used for their pasturage. This ex- 
cluded meadows allotted or used for other purposes. Thus, 
for example, if these meadows were used for the pasture of 
cattle belonging to other persons than the refugees to whom 
they were allotted, the former emigrants had a right to enter 
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into possession. (3) Any house situated near the lands al- 
lotted to refugees and of which half at least was occupied by 
them. (4) Domestic workshops, stalls, etc., in villages or 
towns granted to refugees, who employed them for their own 
subsistence. (5) Any apartment house or private house in a 
city which was not put to any particular use and of which ha lf 
at least was occupied by refugees. (6) Building lands on 
which masonry or wooden buildings exceeding in value the 
land had been built for refugees. In all cases in which a per- 
son had obtained land, lodging, shop, etc., as a refugee and 
did not use the same himself but rented it to another, he 
forfeited his special privileges as a refugee; and the property 
was restored to the proprietor, unless the tenant was a refugee 
to whom the property in question was indispensable and to 
whom the government gave definitive possession. 

In some cases the settlement of refugees in the properties 
of former emigrants was considered to have fulfilled its pur- 
pose, and such properties were returned to the emigrant pro- 
prietors. These cases were (1) when the competent local au- 
thority regarded the property as temporarily occupied and as 
restorable; (2) when the property was of a special character, 
such as workshops, factories, mills, etc.; (3) when less than 
one-half of the property was occupied by refugees; and (4) 
when the tents or wooden buildings constructed for refugees 
were of a value inferior to the value of the land owned by 
former ©migrants. 

§ 84. Taxes on property of former emigrants. In con- 
nection with these decisions in favor of former emigrants, the 
Commission took up also the question of taxes assessed on 
property left by them. It took the view that these people had 
been deprived of the revenues of their properties for a long 
time and that their properties had depreciated in the mean- 
time, and proposed to the two governments the following 
measures. For the period intervening between the time when 
the emigrants left their properties and the time they entered 
again into possession, they should not be asked to pay any 
taxes in excess of the revenues paid or to be paid to them. 
Such taxes were to be deducted from the amount of revenues 
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payable by the administration or sequestrator in possession 
of the property, or should be paid by the third person who 
had used the property. Descent taxes on successions should be 
assimilated to other taxes on the property and be due and 
payable as above, in case the succession passed in the direct 
line or in the collateral line within the third degree. In all 
other cases succession taxes should be due in their entirety. 
Likewise taxes due for the time preceding the date on which 
the emigrants left their country of origin or after their re- 
taking possession of the property were to be payable in the 
ordinary way.®“ These measures were adopted by the two gov- 
ernments in accordance with the proposal of the Mixed Com- 
mission.®^ 

In regard to the payment of the tax on capital, the Com- 
mission interpreted the above decision to mean that, for 
property liquidated by the Mixed Commission, the single tax 
on capital was not payable by the former emigrants if they 
had left their property prior to the promulgation of the law 
imposing the tax. But emigrants in possession of property 
under liquidation by the Mixed Commission, or former emi- 
grants who had left the property after the enactment of the 
law, were bound to pay the tax.®® 

soProc^s-Verbaux, viii, 163d meet., December 29, 1923; is, lS3d meet., 
April 16. 1924. 

Proefes-Verbaux, ix, 179th meet., April 2, 1924, p. 1100. 

sa Proefes-Verbaux, xxii, 366th meet., September 22, 1927. 
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§ 86. Distinct operations involved in liquidation. 

§ 86. Application for liquidation. 

§ 87. Posting the application. 

S 88 Summoning the interested jwrties. 
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9 97. Quasi-ieal rights liquidated. 

9 98. Erazi miri6 and metrouke in former Turkish tenitory. 

9 99. Rights of fisheries. 

9 100, Mining rights. 

9 101. Real property by destination. 

9 102. Abandoned property. 

9 103. Liquidation ex officio. 

§ 85. Distinct operations involved in liquidation. The 
primary object of the Convention was to insure the free 
exercise of the right of reciprocal emigration of the Greek and 
Bulgarian minorities from Bulgaria and Greece. To this end, 
first, all the facilities for emigration were afforded, as de- 
scribed in Chapter IV. Then, the former emigrants were 
placed in possession of their property, and their right, as 
well as that of emigrants, to dispose freely of their property 
by direct sale was secured and encouraged. It was only in the 
last place that the Mixed Commission and the Sub-Commis- 
sions undertook to liquidate the real property of former and 
new emigrants. This they might do in two cases; on an 
application for liquidation, filed within the specified period 
by an emigrant; and ex officio, on the lapse of the period 
within which direct sales could be made.^ 

^ Rules, articles 16, 17, 28. 37, 38. 
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The liquidation of real property involved several distinct 
operations; the establishment of the rights of property; the 
land surveying; the appraisal of rural and urban property, 
buildings, forests, etc.; the compiling of the files; the exami- 
nation by the Reporting Committee and the Mixed Commis- 
sion; and the payment. In this chapter the first of these opera- 
tions is to be considered. 

§ 86. Application for liquidation. Any candidate for emi- 
gration who desired to have his real property liquidated by 
the Mixed Commission was to manifest his intention by filing 
an application for liquidation. Blank forms of such applica- 
tion could be obtained through any agency of the Mixed 
Commission. The application might be filed in Greek, Bulgar- 
ian, or French. It might be deposited at the same time with 
the declaration of emigration or at a subsequent time. More 
than one might be deposited by the same emigrant and at dif- 
ferent dates in case they concerned different properties. The 
application should contain a description of the applicant and 
of the property. The nature of the property, the place where 
it was situated, a detailed specification of its boundaries, the 
area (if land) or number of floors (if a building), the titles 
or proofs of the applicant, and the estimated price were to 
be indicated.® 

§ 87, Posting the application. On the receipt of an appli- 
cation for liquidation the Sub-Conomission caused a public 
announcement to be posted at the town hall of the village 
where the property was situated. This announcement stated 
that a named person had applied for the liquidation of such 
a property, and that any person who objected to such liqui- 
dation on the ground that he had legal rights on the property 
in question would be given opportunity to prove his rights 
before the Sub-Commission prior to the expiration of thirty 
days from the date of posting the announcement. A third per- 
son could plead his rights orally on the day of the appraisal 
of the property, even though he had not filed his objections 
in writing within the specified period, in case the Sub-Gom- 

^ Rules, article 37. 
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mission deemed that there were sufficient reasons for justify- 
ing such exception.** 

§ 88. Summoning the interested parties. When a certain 
number of declarations of emigration and applications for 
liquidation had been received, the Sub-Commissions worked 
out a general scheme for the establishment of property rights. 
This scheme took account of the necessity for the presence 
of the interested parties in the place where the properties 
were situated, of the geographical situation of the various 
localities, and of the means of communication. The Sub-Com- 
missions informed the mayors of the various villages, thirty 
days in advance, if possible, of the date on which they would 
visit the villages, in order that the interested parties might 
be notified. In exceptional cases, arising chiefly from the 
hurried departure of emigrants, the Sub-Commission might go 
to the site of the properties and establish the property rights 
provisionally, without waiting for the expiration of the above 
thirty-day period. In such case the act of establishment of 
the rights was conditional upon the failure of third parties 
to file any objections within that period.* The candidates for 
emigration were also summoned by registered mail by the Sub- 
Commissions. They could appear personally or by attorney. 
The relatives or friends of emigrants, the administrators of 
their properties, as well as members of the bar of each coun- 
try, could appear as attorneys. Professional representatives of 
em^rants, not members of the bar, were excluded. The emi- 
grants could communicate, orally or in writing, with the Com- 
mission or the Sub-Commissions in any of the three lan- 
guages; Gre^, Bulgarian, or French. So could also their 
attorneys, with the exception of members of the bar, who were 
bound to use the French language only.® 

§ 89. Sittings of Sub-Commissions. After the working out 
of the itinerary of a Sub-Commission and the proper notifi- 
cation of its visit to a village, as described above, iffie Sub- 

B Rules, article 39. 

‘Decision of the Conunission, September 2, 1924 (Prooes-Verbaux, ix, 
I95th meet., p. 1194). 

oRules^ articles 41-46. 
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Commission went to the village to proceed with the estab- 
lishment of rights. In the presence of the mayor of the village 
or his deputy, or of a representative designated by the Com- 
munal Council® to sit, the Sub-Commission examined the 
applications for liquidation of the emigrants of the village.’^ 
Each emigrant had to prove to the Sub-Commission, in public 
session, his property rights on the real estate for the liquida- 
tion of which he had filed an application. 

§ 90, Proof of property rights. Property rights could be 
proved by any of the following means of evidence: 

(1) By a regular title or deed, conforming to the require- 
ments of the law of the place where the property was situ- 
ated. 

(2) For the territories newly acquired (since 1912) by a 
title or authentic copy of a title conforming to the require- 
ments of the Ottoman law, accompanied by a translation in 
Greek or in Bulgarian authenticated by the respective Minis- 
try of Foreign Affairs, or translated into French by a special 
employee of the Mixed Commission. 

(3) By hudjets and judgments of tribunals. 

(4) By receipts for payment of taxes delivered by the 
Ottoman authorities, for the territories newly acquired, and 
supported by the testimony of two persons of the commune 
where the property was situated. 

(5) By the testimony of two inhabitants of the commune 
where the property was situated, who declared, under oath, 
before the Justice of the Peace of their domicile, that the 
property belonged to the prospective emigrant. The report 
written by the Justice of the Peace on this occasion was pro- 
duced before the Sub-Commission of the plp,ce where the 
property was situated. 

(6) By the testimony of three inhabitants of the com- 

«The repiesentative of the village could not be chosen among the pros- 
pective emigrants. In case the whole village was emigiatmg, the representa- 
tive waa elected amon^ the inhabitants of another viuage of the same com- 
mune or district, and in cose the mogority of the commune was emigrating, 
the repiesentative was elected by the district council among the not^les of 
the neighboring communes (Rules, article 60). 

^Also of candidates for emigration of small neighboring villages which 
the Sub-Commission did not visit. 
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mune, in the presence of the mayor or his deputy or the rep- 
resentative of the village. 

(7) By ancient documents having an ascertained date and 
originating from national authorities or administrations. 

(8) By the testimony, under oath, of old inhabitants of 
the commune in case the property was situated in places 
which had been abandoned by the old population after 1900 
in connection with political events.® 

§ 91. Difficulties of proof. In order to appreciate the wis- 
dom and effect of these provisions on evidence, one should 
keep in mind the system of land law prevailing in these coun- 
tries. It should first be recalled that the emigration of the 
Bulgarian minority from Greece and consequently the estab- 
lishment of property rights in real estate of this minority 
concerned almost exclusively the territories until 1912 under 
the Turkish sovereignty which now formed part of Greece, 
in particular, Macedonia and Western Thrace. In Bulgaria 
the problem was diSevent. The emigration of the Greek minor- 
ity extended all over the country, although the greatest part 
came from the newly acquired territories and from the coastal 
region on the Black Sea. There was no registry of deeds or 
titles on real property in Macedonia and Western Thrace. 
There was a registry of lands in Bulgaria, but for fiscal pur- 
poses alone, based on declarations of interested parties. A 
S 5 ? 8 tematiG official control of the entries in such registry did 
not exist, and the Commission decided accordingly that ex- 
tracts from it could not constitute an authentic title.® 

Under the Turkish land law, most of the land belonged 
nominally to the state, but for all practical purposes its pos- 
session, use, and disposal belonged to private persons. These 
persons were supposed to possess the land by virtue of a fapow 
or official title, issued by the Ottoman Title Office {Defter 
HanS) at Constantinople. The authenticity of these titles pre- 
sented by interested parties was often subject to serious 
doubt, and the Commission obtained from the Turkish gov- 

8 Rules, artdoles 47, 48, 40. 

“Decision of July 31, 1926. Proefts-Verbaux, xii, 236th meet, p 1484, 
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ernment permission to get in touch with the Defter Hane 
and inform itself as to the authenticity of such titles.^" 

The cases of verification of Turkish titles became so im- 
portant that the neutral member, M. de Reynier, accompanied 
by representatives of the two countries, had to go to Con- 
stantinople in order to obtain information from the Defter 
Hane}^ The Defter Hane displayed no great haste in answer- 
ing the questions put by the Commission. M. de Reynier sug- 
gested that the Commission send one of its employees to Con- 
stantinople to obtain information on titles submitted or 
objected to as false. This would guarantee a greater truthful- 
ness. The Commission in several instances had conducted di- 
rect investigations. The Bulgarian member of the Commission 
preferred that the party having the burden of proof should 
produce the information establishing the validity of the docu- 
mentary evidence. This view was not adopted by the Commis- 
sion,^® which sent to Constantinople its agent, M. Girod, for 
the verification of titles.^® It appears that M. Girod by direct 
investigation in the Defier Hane found that many tapous 
presented by emigrants were false.’^* 

But such titles were not always possessed by the interested 
parties. Their ownership might be shown by documentary 
evidence of other sorts, such as judgments of Turkish tribu- 
nals recognizing possessory rights, or by tax receipts showing 
that a person was possessor of a certain property. But all such 
documents might have been destroyed or lost in the dire years 
of the war and emigration.^® -The archives of Turkish tribu- 
nals, where evidence of ownership could sometimes be found, 
were often destroyed or inaccessible. And the receipts of pay- 
ment of taxes on property by emigrants had often been lost. 

10 Pjocis-Verbaux, vii. 165th meet., January 9, 1924; xsviii, 423d meet., 
p. 6. 

11 Erocea-Veibaux, xxxiii, 474th meet., February 21, 1929, p. 2; 476th 
meet,, March 28, 1929, p._ 3. 

wProefes-Verbaux, xxxiii, 478th meet., April 8, 1929, p. 2; xxxiv, 486th 
meet.. May 24, 1929, p. 6. 

1® ProcSs-Verbaux, xxxiv, 494th meet., July 25, 1929, p. 7, 

i*Proc6s-Verbaux, xxxv^i, Slllh meet., October 12, 1929, pp. 3ff. 

IS The Commission accepted as evidence even the slenderest doouments, 
An exaiqple is the_ case of the property rights of the inhabitants of certain 
villages in the region of Fiorina. Proces-Verbaux, xxx, 443d meet., pp, 2ff.; 
xxxi, 462d meet, pp. 6ff. 



ESTABLISHMENT OF RIGHTS 143 

Thus the testimony of witnesses was the only possible evi- 
dence in many cases. Indeed, this was the evidence habitually 
resorted to before the Sub-Cormnissions.^® In order to secure 
its truthfulness, testimony of witnesses could only be taken 
before the mayor or his deputy, or the representative of the 
commune. The Sub-Commissions, as a rule, did not insist on 
conclusive evidence of ownership. They were inclined to give 
the applicant the benefit of the doubt.^^ But when third 
parties presented evidence of ownership in the property under 
liquidation by indisputable ofidcial titles, testimonial evidence 
on the part of the applicants was not sufficient for the estab- 
lishment of their rights.^® 

For the city and suburbs of Saloniki there was a Turkish 
registry of properties preserved in the Government Transla- 
tion Bureau at Saloniki. It was admitted that every owner of 
property in Saloniki ought to be necessarily registered in 
that registry. However, many properties of Bulgarian emi- 
grants were recognized on the mere testimony of witnesses. 
The Greek member of the Commission asked the reversal 
of all such decisions. But as no objection was raised within 
the period provided by the decisions of the Commission, his 
motion was overruled.^® 

§ 92. Hearings and decision. The Sub-Commission heard 
the emigrant and his witnesses and took cognizance of the 
written documents. It also heard the third parties claiming 
property rights in the real estate in question. Questions of 
property rights and succession could be passed upon by the 
Sub-Commission in accordance with the existing laws. The 
fact that a case was pending before the courts in regard to a 
property did not prevent the Sub-Commission from dealing 
with the case.®® 

“Even ownei’ship of large areaa, sucli as pasture land of 30,000 dSoarei, 
W68 proved by mere testimony of witnesses. Seo Proces-Verbaux, xxvii, 420th 
meet., May 29, 1928, p. 14. 

^^See on this Proofes-Verbaux, xxiii, SSBth meet., pp. 0-10. 

18 Proc^Verbaux, xxv, IQOth meet., pp. 17fE.i 428th meet., p, 6. But this 
rule was not always followed by the Mixed Commission. Cf. xxvi, 412th 
meet., pp. Off. 

18 Proofes-Verbaux, xxxii, 467th meet., December 18, 1928, p, 11. 

88 When the Sub-Commission thought that it could not deal with a cer- 
tain case, it might refer the question to the Mixed Commission; the latter, 
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After the hearing the Sub-Cominissiou ■withdrew and heard 
in private the opinion of the mayor or representative of the 
commune on the allegations of fact as well as on the reliability 
of the witnesses and on the claims of the emigrant. The mayor 
or representative of the commune then withdrew, and the 
Sub-Commission, after discussion, decided the case by a ma- 
jority vote. It drew up a report certifying the establishment 
of the rights of each cmigrant.“^ A copy of the report was 
communicated to the emigrant, containing a summary of the 
decision in a language known to the candidate. The latter 
might present his objections within thirty days from such 
communication. The interested third parties might also file 
their objections within the same period. Each of the two 
members of the Sub-Commission might deposit a note con- 
taining his views.“^ 

§93. Procedure for properties of former emigrants. 
What is said above for new emigrants applied also to former 
emigrants.^'* In view, however, of their absence from the place 
where their properties were situated, greater facilities were 
given to them for their individual or collective representation 
by attorneys. In the boundary region of the two countries or 
in regions where war operations had taken place the entire 
population of a great number of villages*® had emigrated 
many years before the coming into effect of the Convention. 
Those villages were either entirely deserted or occupied by 
refugees when the work of liquidation began. The old bounda- 
ries of properties had often disappeared. It was extremely dif- 
ficult to establish the property rights of such former emigrants 

if it decided that the caec should go before the courts, informed the Sub- 
Commiesion, vliich notihed the interested party. See Proces-Verbaux, xi, 
199 th meet., September 15, 1524, p. 1230. 

‘I'm case of distribution of a succession, the Sub-Commission determined 
the part coming to each of the heire, whether these were emigrants or not, 
present or absent. In case of minors, the rights were established in their 
names. See Fiocts-Verbaux, xii, 23lBt meet., June 30, 1926, p. 1441; 2^d 
meet, July 22, 1^, p. 1461. 

^SThe act of establishment of rights was drawn, up in the language of 
the country where the property was situated. See decision of the Commis- 
sion, Proots-Verbaux, ix, 195th meet., September 2, 1924, p. 1195. 

s* Hides, articles SO-SA 

M Rules, artiolea 67, 68. 

28 pgr instance, m the region of Kilkis and the valley of the Struma in 
Macedonia, the enUie population of 70 to 80 villages had emigrated. 
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with any degree of accuracy.^® Not all the former inhabitants 
and owners of real estate of such villages applied for the 
liquidation of their property, and the delegations of appli- 
cants could not be trusted in their testimonies as to the exist- 
ence and extent of property rights of applicants. The com- 
petent Sub-Commission, therefore, made efforts to constitute 
delegations which should represent the interests of the old 
inhabitants of the village who did not apply for the liquida- 
tion of their properties as well as of those who applied. These 
delegations, which were summoned in order to aid the Sub- 
Commissions in the establishment of rights, received a re- 
muneration from the Mixed Commission, and were granted 
gratuitous passage on the state railroads used in their jour- 
ney.®'^ At the same time, the interested emigrant proprietors 
were summoned and their journey was facilitated in order 
that they might assist at the estabhshment of their rights.®® 
§ 94. Consequences of early departure of emigrants. By 
the end of 1926, most of the candidates for emigration had 
left the country of origin, and the provisions of the Rules for 
their summoning, for communication of decisions of the Sub- 
Commission, and for objections by third parties could no 
longer be applied. The Commission caused measures to bo 
taken to preserve the existing boundaries of properties be- 
longing to such emigrants/® and on December 23, 1925, a 
new procedure was adopted.*® Whenever the emigrants had 
departed and their actual address was unknown to the Sub- 
Commissions, they were summoned to the hearing for the 


20 For instance, the delegations of interested former emigrants in the 
region of Melnik in Bulgaria were not able to testify as to iJie boundaries 
of their properties, and Ihe Sub-Gommission had to suspend its work in that 
legion. The same difficulties were experienced in ICilkich in Greece. See 
Proefes-Verbaux, xvi, 305th meet., December 8, 1926, p. 2034. 

^ The remuneialion was paid for each day these delegations wore at the 
disposal of the Sub-Commissions and for the days of travel. Prochs-Ver- 
baux, xiii, 263d Meet., F^ruaiy 17, 1626. 

2 s Passes were granted to such former emigrants; and the authorities 
were informed, that they might take measures for die prevention of any 
disorders or friction. Proces-Verbaux, xiv, 266th meet., June 10, 1926. 

Proefes-Verbaux, xi, 202d meet., October 20, 1924, p. 1267. 
•oProohs-Verbaux, xiii, 251st meet., December 23, 1926, p. 1592. 

From October 20, 1926, all differences concerning the work of liquidation 
between properties of new and former emigrants were abolished. ProcSs- 
Verbaux, xii, 244th meet., p. 1544. 
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establishment of thoir rights through the medium of the ap- 
propriate ministry of the country of immigration. At the ex- 
piration of sixty days from the receipt of such letter by the 
appropriate ministry, tho Sub-Commissions proceeded to the 
establishment of rights, even in the absence of the interested 
parties or of their attorneys. Moreover, the interested parties 
were no longer summoned individually, hut collectively for 
each village. Through press notices issued by the central Sub- 
Commissions the emigrants of each village were urged to or- 
ganize their delegations immediately, and functionaries of the 
Sub-Commissions were sent to the various villages to explain 
orally to the interested parties the necessity for appointing 
their delegations.®^ The decision of the Sub- Commission con- 
cerning the determination of rights and the appraisal of the 
property was communicated to the applicant as above, and 
the period within which he might file his objections was sixty 
days from the receipt of the communication by the appropri- 
ate ministry. The period for objections by third parties was 
also extended to thirty or sixty days after the communication 
of the decision to the interested party, depending on the way 
the communication was made, whether directly or through 
the agency of the appropriate ministry. From August 16, 
1926,®® the communication of the decision of the Sub-Com- 
mission to the interested party was abolished. The representa- 
tives of the two countries in the Centres (Sofia, Saloniki, 
Comotini) were empowered to make such communication in 
the form and in the way they desired. Thus the Sub-Com- 
missions had no longer to wait for the expiration of the above 
period of sixty days before they proceeded to the completion 
of the file and its transmission to the respective Center. 

§ 95, Further simplification of procedure. In the spring 
of 1927, with a view to speeding up the work of liquidation, 
further simplifications were adopted.*® The prooedme for vil- 
lages where the total value of properties under liquidation 
was small (not exceeding 600,000 drachmas or 900,000 leva, 

« ProcSs-Vorbaux, xiv, S65th. meet., Febiuary 26, 1926, p. 1636. 

»* Proefes-Verbaux, xv, 280th meet., Atigust 16, 1926, p. 1797. 

»»Proe6a-Verbattx, xvii, 381st meet., Mai’oh 30, 1927; and xviii. 832d meet,, 
March 31, 1927. 
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in the opinion of the President of the Sub-Cominission) did 
not involve local investigation. Each Sub-Commission deter- 
mined the property rights in such villages in its jurisdiction. 
The delegations were convened by the Centre. The procedure 
took place at the Centre or at a secondary Centre. In case the 
interested parties did not appear, the liquidation was made 
in their absence. In such case the Sub-Commission tried to 
establish the rights by all means at its disposal, testimony 
of inhabitants, other liquidated property, etc. If it did not 
succeed in establishing the rights, this was noted down in the 
proces-verbal and the name of the applicant was placed on a 
list of persona who had lost their rights to ask the interven- 
tion of the Mixed Commission.®* 

The delegations for larger villages were convoked by the 
state of immigration. For small villages the minimum number 
of delegates was fixed at three; for middle-sized or large vil- 
lages the delegates were proportionate to the number of files, 
from five to ten per cent of such number. Incompetent or 
useless delegates were sent back to their countries. 

§ 96. Proved rights always liquidated. In case an emi- 
grant should present valid evidence of his property right on 
real estate which already was recognized as that of another 
emigrant, the Sub-Commission informed the Mixed Commis- 
sion. The Commission ordered the reexamination of property 
rights in case no payment was yet made. Otherwise, on the 
establishment of the rights of the new applicant, a new pay- 
ment might be made and the competent government was in- 
formed that it might take the necessary measures for recov- 
ering the sums which had been unduly paid.®® 

Family properties presented such difficulties. “They are 
theoretically partitioned between more than one generation 
of heirs, though no actual division of the properties has been 
made. All the shares have to be proved, very often by oral 
evidence. They not infrequently run into hundreds in one 
property, Bulgarian emigrants in every village have disputes 
in which one member of the family is accused of defrauding 

®* Proefes-Verbanx, xviii, 336th meet., April 16, 1027, p 6 
““Proefes-Verbaux, xvi, 294tb meet., October 21, 1026, p. 1898, 
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the others. The Commission has tried, as far as possible, to 
refer these numerous disputes to the Bulgarian delegation.” 

Buildings belonging to an emigrant and located on land 
which did not belong to him were liquidated by the Mixed 
Commission, and, therefore, the property rights could be 
established on such buildings.®^ 

§ 97. Quasi-real rights liquidated. The Mixed Commission 
had authority under the Convention only to liquidate real 
property of emigrants. Emigrants applying for liquidation, 
therefore, should prove ownership of real property. The Com- 
mission, however, interpreted the Convention in a large spirit 
in this respect also, being influenced by the provision of the 
Convention (article 2, paragraph 2) that the emigration “shall 
not affect the pecuniary rights of the emigrants, as those may 
exist at the moment of emigration.” Consequently, whenever 
a quasi-real right was established by the applicant, the Com- 
mission proceeded to its liquidation. This was the case with 
buildings erected by emigrants on land owned by railroad 
companies and leased by such companies for an indefinite 
tem. It was proved that such buddings formed the subject of 
sale.®® 

§ 98. Erazi miri6 and metroukfe in former Turkish terri- 
tory. Although all fields and pastures and, in general, most of 
the land in the newly acquired territories of Bulgaria and 
Greece were, according to the Turkish law, public lands, erazi 
miri4, the people having only possession and enjoyment 
thereof, tessarouf, the Commission treated rights in such lands 
as property rights. The land situation in Turkish territories 
is described fully in a subsequent chapter, in connection with 
property rights in forests. As will be seen, there existed also 
a category of metrouM lands which could not be owned by 
any one, being reserved for the public use (such as public 
highways) or for the use of the inhabitants of a village (such 
as pasture lands). They corresponded to the domaine public 
in France, in distinction to the domaine prive of the state. In 

®®See Memorandum on the Mi®ion and Work of the Mixed Commission 
on Greco-Bulgarian Bmigraiion, May, 19S9, p. 2E. 

s’Proo^s-Verbaux, xiv, 262d meet. May 29, 1926, p. 1696. 

“Proofes-Verbaux, xxiv, 398th meet., January 30, 1928, p. 11. 
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certain cases of&cial titles, tapou, were produced, with the 
view of establishing property rights in such land. The ob- 
jection of the Greek member of the Commission to the recog- 
nition of such property rights was supported by the Com- 
mission.®® 

§ 99. Rights of fisheries. The case of fisheries on the Black 
Sea coast caused a great deal of trouble to the Mixed Com- 
mission. These fisheries were called talian in the Turkish 
language, from the name of a fishing instrument consisting of 
a complicated not attached to the shore and extending for 400 
metres into the sea. This served for the capture of migratory 
fish, especially mackerel. Greek emigrants from the Black Sea 
coast claimed ownership of (a) a certain zone of the sea along 
the coast, and (b) of the buildings and lands on the shore 
where they practised their calling.*® 

It was not disputed that under Turkish law an ownership, 
or at least a right in rent, on the seashore and in a zone of 
the adjacent sea was recognized. The claimants could pro- 
duce official titles or deeds issued by the Turkish govermnent 
and could prove that they had the right to dispose freely of 
their property rights in the talians by sale, mortgage, etc. 

The Bulgarian member of the Commission maintained, 
however, that any such rights of the Greek fishermen ceased 
to exist from the time the Black Sea coast ceased to be Turkish 
territory and became part of the Bulgarian state. Further, he 
maintained that the Bulgarian Property Law of 1904 not 
only declared the seashore property of the state, but also 
gave an exhaustive enumeration of rights in rem and real 
servitudes, which did not include rights of fisheries. No longer 
could there exist a right in the adjacent sea, which is generally 
considered as res extra commercium and which was for this 
reason left out by the Property Law of 1904. Moreover, the 

ssproefes-Yerbaux, xxi, 368t.h meet., August 11, 1927, pp. 14-16. 

Later, doubts arose aa to whether certaia lands under liquidation were 
really metrouki lands, and a revision of the cases was ordered by the Com- 
mission, See Proefes-Verbaux, xxxi, 462d meet., November 2, 1928, pp. 6, 11, 
and annex 1. 

*®See opposing aiguments of Greek and Bulgarian members iu Proofes- 
Verbaux, xxxiv, 487th meet.. May 30, 1029, pp. 6 ft. 
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Bulgarian member claimed that the law of December 13, 
1921, declared the talians to be in the ownership of the Slate 
from the beginning of their existence. The Bulgarian member, 
therefore, concluded that the Greek emigrants had no prop- 
erty right in the fisheries to be liquidated under the Commis- 
sion. They had only a personal right, similar to that of hunt- 
ing, with which the Commission was not concerned. 

The weakness and contradictions of this argument were 
brought out very forcibly by the Greek member, who proved 
that since 1878 the owners of ialians had been invited by the 
Bulgarian government to produce and register their titles, 
and that until 1919 they continued to be in the undisturbed 
possession and ownership of the tahans. In 1919, however, 
they were expelled by the Bulgarian government without in- 
demnity, contrary to articles 67 and 68 of the Bulgarian 
Constitution. The owners of the ialians, before their expul- 
sion, were taxed for their rights in the adjacent sea as for real 
property. The talians were roistered in the registry of deeds 
like all real property. Decisions of Bulgarian courts referred 
to the rights in the talians as property rights. The fact that 
the Bulgarian government recognized property rights in the 
talians was shown from the fact that the law of 1921 de- 
clared them property of the state, which disposed of the the- 
ory that they were res extra commercium. 

The Commission for a long time left undecided the ques- 
tion of the nature of the rights in the talians. However, it in- 
structed the Sub-Conunissions to gather all particulars neces- 
sary for the establishment of rights of emigrants in the 
talians.*'^ Later it took measures for their appraisal and for 
the formation of files for the talians. The constitution of a 
special legal committee was contemplated for the solution of 
the question of the nature of the rights in fisheries. In the 
first part of 1929 the question was discussed at the meetings 
of the Reporting Committee, and the neutral members ob- 
tained unofficial juristic advice. Lastly, at its meeting of May 
30, 1929, the Commission admitted, over the protests of the 
Pioefes-Vorbaux, xu, 23eth meet., July 31, 1925, p. 1482. 
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Bulgarian member, that the rights in the talians were prop- 
erty rights, and decided that the talians were to be liquidated 
by the Mixed Commission.*® 

§ 100. Mining rights. The question of property rights in 
mines was not approached by the Commission until July, 
1930. There were two kinds of rights to be considered : rights 
in mining concessions and rights in mining search permits. 
The two governments admitted the existence of a right in rent 
in the first case. In the second case the Bulgarian delegation 
contended that a similar right existed, whereas the Greek 
delegation held that the right was not even a right in per- 
sonam, but rather a legal license, and as such could not form 
the subject of liquidation by the Mixed Commission. 

There were only a dozen files for claims of this kind, and 
the neutral members served notice that they would deal with 
these according to equity rather than by application of strict 
legal principles. The decisive question was whether at the 
time of the emigration a person possessed a validly acquired 
right of license to search for mmes. In such a case this right 
had a certain pecuniary value and the question was only one 
of appraisal. Instructions to this effect were given to the Sub- 
Commissions by a decision of the Commission.*® 

§ 101. Real property by destination. The Commission 
also decided that things constituting real property by desti- 
nation could be liquidated by the Commission.** Such prop- 
erty was held to be the equipment serving for the preparation 
of wine, wine-presses, tubs, and tuns, in structures built spe- 
cially for this use. Tuns were understood to be receptacles 
for wine which could be taken out-of-doors without being 
taken to pieces. Casks and barrels were not held to be real 
property by destination. Receptacles for wine belonging to 
merchants or non-producers or those meant for domestic use 
were considered movable property. Similarly the equipment 
of industrial distilleries (boilers, stills, etc.) which could be 
removed only with difficulty was deemed to be real property 

Propfes-Verbaux, xxxiv, 487th meet , p 26. 

4* Proefes-Verbaux, xl, 661at meet.. Juts' 26, 1930. 

4*Procfes-Verbaux, xi, 206th meet., November 1, 1924, pp. 1289, 1290. 
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by destination, but not boilers, stills, etc., meant for domestic 
use. 

§ 102. Abandoned property. Many villages in territories 
formerly under Turkish sovereignty had been abandoned dur- 
ing the wars of 1912-13. Their inhabitants left sometimes with- 
out intention of returning, and, if they came back into the 
same region, settled in other villages. It was repeatedly con- 
tended by the Greek member of the Mixed Commission that, 
according to article 68 of the Turkish land law, these people 
had lost their rights in their lands, and that the Commission 
should not liquidate any such property. This view was not 
accepted by the Commission, which assumed that the per- 
sons in the above cases failed to return to their villages be- 
cause of the difficulties and dangers of the times, and that no 
voluntary abandonment had really taken place.^® In the case 
of the village of Sitchanli in Thrace this hypothesis did not 
seem justified. This village was destroyed in the Turko-Bul- 
garian war of 1912. The Bulgarian inhabitants left the vil- 
lage and on their return at the termination of the war did not 
attempt to rebuild it although it was included from 1912 to 
1920 in the Bulgarian state, and preferred to settle in neigh- 
boring villages. It would seem that in this case there was a 
real abandonment. The Bulgarian member himself did not 
deny this, but argued that under the Bulgarian law, which 
was in force in Sitchanli until 1920, the abandoned properties 
were not lost to the emigrants so long as they were not taken 
into possession by third persons.*® Legally, this seemed to be 
true, but since the abandonment of the village was not a re- 
sult of emigration, but of destruction during the war, the 
liquidation of the properties of this village did not seem 
justified. 

§ 103. Liquidation, ex officio. The Rules provided that in 
case an emigrant should not sell directly his property before 
a specified date, such property should be liquidated ex offido 
by the Mixed Commission.*'^ The Commission decided that aU 

Procis-Verbaux, xxvii, 4l7th meet.; xxix, 429th. meet.; xxx, 440th meet., 

p. 0, ■ 

*«Proefe&-Terbaus, xxvii, 417th meet.. May 19, 1929, pp. 18 ff. 

Articles 16, 38. See on the extension of this period supra, p. 128. 
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properties belonging to emigrants, that is, persons who had 
deposited declarations of emigration, could be liquidated ex 
officio, if they had not been sold by the proprietors at the 
time of the visit of the Sub-Commission to the village for 
the purpose of the establishment of rights. The same rule 
prevailed for properties the liquidation of which had not been 
applied for untU that moment.*® 

The guiding idea of the Commission was that it was its 
duty to liquidate all the property of emigrants, whether they 
had deposited applications for liquidation or not, so long as 
they had not sold such property directly. It was under the 
influence of this view that it adopted, later,*® the procedure of 
liquidation in the absence of delegations; allowed the exami- 
nation of supplementary applications for liquidation de- 
posited after the expiration of the specified period;®® and 
authorized the acceptance of declarations of emigration de- 
posited after the time-limit in case of claims on shares of 
property under liquidation.®^ 

It was the view of the Commission that if the competent 
Sub-Commission had already visited a certain village, it could 
reject any applications for liquidation ex officio which were 
made by the representatives of the two countries or by dele- 
gations. It was the assumption that every village would be 
visited once only by the Sub-Commissions and other agencies 
of the Commission. In fact most of the villages were visited 
several times, and the liquidations ex officio could therefore 
be made at any of such visits. This caused great delays in 
the work of the Commission. In the spring of 1928 a discre- 
tionary power was given to the Presidents of the agencies 
of the Commission to reject applications for liquidation ex 
officio, whenevK- delay would be caused by their acceptance.®*^ 
The Sub-Commissions were asked to exercise their judg- 

48 Provided, however, that the emigrants were duly summoned. See Procea- 
Verbaux, xv, 286th meet., September 3, 1926, p, 1837. 

48 Procts-Verbaux, xviii, 336th meet,, April 15, 1927. 

80 Procte-Verbaux, xix, 341st meet. May 25, 1927, p. 8. 

»iProe5s-Verbaux, xvii, 322d meet., February 12, 1927, p. 2166; xix, 348th 
meet,,^June 17, 1927, p. 6. 

ProoSs-Verbatix, xxvii, 416th meet., May 7, 1928, p. 16. 
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inent in such cases and to proceed to the liquidation ex officio 
only of those properties the rights in which could be proved, 
notwithstanding the absence of applications for liquidation, by 
the means of evidence enumerated in the Rules. The proper- 
ties in which ownership could not be proved were to be placed 
on a list to be communicated to the two states. The Sub- 
Commissions usually did not recognize and appraise such 
properties unless the property rights were proved beyond a 
doubt. 

When the work of liquidation neared its end, it was found 
that the compiling of new files of liquidations ex officio and 
supplementary liquidations was being undertaken at the 
Centre of Saloniki for Bulgarian emigrants. This was brought 
to the attention of the Commission by the Greek member 
with a request that an end be put to the formation of such 
new files. The Commission discussed the matter at its meet- 
ing of July 2, 1929. 

The Bulgarian and Greek members wore in disagreement 
on the following points: 

(1) With respect to properties for which no application 
for liquidation had been made by emigrants and which could 
be liquidated ex officio, the Greek member maintained that 
the conditions stated above should remain in effect. 

(2) With respect to properties surveyed by land-sur- 
veyors but not contained in the applications for liquidation 
nor declared at the meetmg of the Sub-Commission when the 
property rights were established, the Bulgarian member urged 
that these properties be liquidated, while the Greek member 
insisted that it was not possible to grant to a person more 
than he had applied for. 

(3) With respect to the time-limit of liquidations ex 
oifkio, the Greek member, opposing in this the Bulgarian 
member, maintained that liquidation ex officio should no 
longer be allowed for properties situated in places where no 
work remained to he done. 

(4) With respect to supplementary liquidations, a con- 
fusion had often arisen between these and liquidations ex 
Officio. Supplementary liquidations were those proceeding on 
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supplementaiy applications of emigrants requesting liquida- 
tion of properties omitted in their original applications. The 
period for the filing of applications expired December 15, 
1926, but the Commission, on certain conditions, accepted 
supplementary applications till January 30, 1928. Such appli- 
oalions were received by the Sub-Commissions, who dealt with 
them as follows. In ease they concerned properties in locali- 
ties where the property rights had been already established, 
they were not taken into consideration; in case they con- 
cerned properties in localities where the work of establish- 
ment of property rights had not been terminated, they could 
be taken into consideration by the Sub-Commissions as sources 
of information for the liquidation ex officio. From January 31, 
1928, such applications were no longer received at all. Conse- 
quently, the Greek member maintained, in opposition to the 
Bulgarian member, that, since from January 31, 1928, the 
Commission prohibited the emigrants from supplying the 
Sub-Commissions with information on omitted properties for 
the purpose of liquidation ex officio, this involved a similar 
prohibition of demands for liquidation ex officio after the 
above date on the part of the Bulgarian members of Sub- 
Commissions. 

At the bottom of this dispute was the fact that there were 
about 6000 Bulgarian former emigrants from Macedonia and 
Thrace who, for one reason or other, had not filed at the 
proper time a declaration for emigration and an application 
for the liquidation of their properties. The Bulgarian govern- 
ment, through its representatives and the machinery of liquid- 
ations ex officio and supplementary liquidations, was endeav- 
oring to have the properties of these persons liquidated by the 
Mixed Commission. The Greek government, on the contrary, 
sought to defeat this purpose by shutting the door to such 
liquidations. It should be recalled that the persons in question 
and the Bulgarian government had more than five years, from 
November, 1922, to January, 1928, to apply for liquidation, 
and that to admit these new applications would cause great 
delay in the work of the Commission. Besides, the persons in 
question preserved all their rights in their properties under 
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the Greek law and the Treaty concerning the Protection of 
Minorities. 

The Commission, at its meeting of July 2, 1920, accepted 
the Greek position and stood by its previous decisions, thus 
putting an end to the formation of new files of liquidation.”® 

•■^Procta-Verbaux, xxxiv, 492d meet., pp. 22 ff. 
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§ 104. Questions raised by the provisions on communities. 
As is seen in another place, the Convention provided in article 
7 that real property, rural or urban, of communities as well 
as that of individuals should be liquidated by the Mixed Com- 
mission, Article 7 referred to article 6 for a definition of the 
communities whose property was to be liquidated. These com- 
prised the communities which had to be dissolved by reason 
of the emigration of their members, and included churches, 
convents, schools, hospitals, or foundations of any kind what- 
ever. The question of defining these communities, and the 
conditions under which their property was to he liquidated by 
the Commission, provoked lengthy and often confused discus- 
sions in the Mixed Commission, which were terminated by a 
recourse to the Permanent Court of International Justice for 
an advisory opinion. 

It was generally admitted that there were two main ques- 
tions of interpretation with regard to the provisions of the 
Convention on communities: (1) What were the communities 
referred to in the above articles of the Convention; what was 
their nature? (2) When were these conventions to be consid- 
ered dissolved, in which case their movable property could be 

167 



158 


THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 


taken away by their mcinbcrfe and the real property was to be 
dealt with by the Commission? 

§ 105. Positions of the national members of the Commis- 
sion. The position taken on these questions by the members 
of the Commission appointed by the two governments has not 
been consistent. Originally the Bulgarian member agreed^ 
with the Greek member that the communities referred to in 
the Convention were the national-religious communities which 
were created and existed under the Turkish rule, although not 
recognized by the Turkish law as juristic persons capable of 
rights or obligations. Soon afterwards, however, the same 
member sought to apply to such communities the general 
rules applicable to juristic persons or even to the administra- 
tive divisions of a state.^ In his view, a community should be 
deemed dissolved when aU its members emigrated, or, at least, 
such a large number that the remaining members could not 
continue the existence of the community. He argued from the 
analogy of juristic persons, corporations or associations which 
continue to exist notwithstanding the reduction of their mem- 
bership, so long as the remaining members suffice to secure 
their existence, in conformity with their organization, tlicir 
charter, or the law. He drew also the analogy of the adminis- 
trative subdivision or commune, whose inhabitants have no 
right on its property, as that is destined to the use and benefit 
of the commune as a juristic person. The Bulgarian member 
thought, therefore, that a fixed rule should be adopted, and 
that whenever five members at least of the community had 
not emigrated it should be concluded that the community was 
not dissolved and could not claim under the Convention.® He 
also proposed that the inhabitants of an administrative area, 
as city, village, parish, quarter, etc., who in the year preceding 
the emigration were considered as forming part of the minority 
of that administrative area and who continued so to form 
part, should be regarded as members of a religious or national 

iProcSs-Veibaiix, vii, 142d meet., April 26, 1923, p. 919. 

®See Procte-Verbaux, viii, 148th meet., August 27, 1923, p. 970. 

spie Bulgarian position was later modified. When liie number of the 
remaining meixibers of the commxmliy exceeded one-fourth of the provious 
total member&hip, a proportional part of the community property riiould be 
left to them. Piocfis-Verbaux, xv, 286th meet., September 3, 1926, p. 1840. 
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community. The Bulgarian member cited in support of his 
argument extracts from the Jurisprudence generale of Dalloz 
on the law of the communautes de droit which was supposed 
to apply to communities referred to in the Convention. 

In this error the Bulgarian member was followed by the 
Greek member/ who, while rightly calling attention to the 
fact that the Convention included explicitly among the com- 
munities churches, schools, hospitals, etc., attempted to apply 
in the matter the provisions of the French Civil Code and the 
French administrative law. He proposed to follow their dis- 
tinction between communal public property {biens commun- 
aux de droit public), such as streets, squares, forests, or pas- 
ture lands, over which a commune has only a jus uiendi et 
fruendi and which on the dissolution of the community would 
remain in the ownership of the state, and communal private 
property (biens communaux de doviaine piive), such as 
churches, schools, etc. These belonged in ownership to the 
community as in the case of an individual. The Greek member 
found no theory or principle in the general law of any country 
justifying the position of the Bulgarian member that the prop- 
erty of the community could not be liquidated so long as five 
members had not emigrated, thus leaving, for instance, the 
real estate of a community of 10,000 people to five individuals. 

§ 106, Communities as actual conditions. The attempts 
of the Bulgarian and Greek members of the Commission to 
apply the French civil or administrative law to the commun- 
ities in the old Turkish territories were very unfortunate. 
These communities were actual conditions rather than juristic 
persons. They had never been recognized as juristic persons by 
the Turkish law or the Turkish administration. Their exist- 
ence is explained by the privileges enjoyed by the Greek 
Patriarchate and later by the Bulgarian Exarchate and the 
Bishops. Under these privileges, the Christians were allowed 
to have churches, convents, schools, libraries, etc. Grouped 
together in a given locality by common race, religion, or lan- 
guage for the purpose of preserving these and their traditions, 
bringing up their children in the same spirit, rendering mutual 

* Proeds-Verbaux, vni, 150th meet., August 31, 1923, p. 982 



160 THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

assistance, they forreed either communities in general, or inde- 
pendent foundations, or institutions such as churches, schools, 
and hospitals. The direction, supervision, and financial man- 
agement of the properties needed for the fulfilment of the 
aims of these communities was not governed by any rules of 
Turkish law, but by those established by the Patriarchate or 
Exarchate and the Councils of Bishops and delegates of the 
people. 

The Greek member of the Commission, Mr. Gheorgopou- 
los, abandoned in November, 1927,® the wrong position of his 
predecessor, and presented this true conception of the com- 
munities. He pointed out that the Convention referred to two 
kinds of conomunities; first, the organized national or religious 
aggregations of persons, which possessed and administered 
certain properties for the purpose of satisfying certain needs, 
demands, and interests of their members, and, secondly, the 
independent autonomous foundations and institutions, such 
as convents, hospitals, and schools. In the first case a com- 
munity possessed property of all sorts and with its proceeds it 
maintained schools, churches, libraries, cemeteries, etc. In the 
second case the autonomous foundations or institutions pos- 
sessed property of their own and were maintained with their 
own resources or from the proceeds of their own property. 

With regard to the question when such communities were 
to be dissolved under the Convention, Mr. Gheorgopoulos 
maintained that it was not possible to fix an arbitrary rule 
that when a specified number of members of a community had 
not emigrated the communities should not be deemed as hav- 
ing to be dissolved. It was an actual condition in each case and 
it was to be dealt with as such. The creation and maintenance 
of the community was determined by a certain purpose. Its 
dissolution ought to be admitted in case such purpose could 
no longer be fulfilled. Further, the Greek member held that 
the general principle of article 2 of the Convention, that the 
"exercise of the right of emigration should not affect the 
pecuniary ri^ts of the emigrants, as these may exist at the 
moment of emigration,” concerned communities as well as 

* Proe^B'Yerbatix, sxiii, 381at aad 382d meet., aimexes. 
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individuals. But for the provisions of the Convention, it might 
be argued that the property of the communities, on their 
dissolution, would go to the state where such property was 
located. Under the Convention, the property of the com- 
munities was to be liquidated in their favor. From this it was 
concluded, that a community should be dissolved when a 
sufficient number of its members had emigrated to need a 
community property in their new settlement. 

§ 107. Greek communities dissolved in Bulgaria since 
1891. A further question arose in connection with communities 
dissolved prior to the coming into effect of the Convention 
respecting Reciprocal Emigration, whose members had emi- 
grated between the year 1900 and the coming into effect of 
the Convention. The Commission had unanimously decided, 
as is seen,® that the word ‘persons' in article 12, which con- 
cerned former emigrants, applied also to communities. In the 
old territory of Bulgaria, before the Balkan war of 1912, the 
Greek Orthodox communities had been dissolved de jure and 
later de facto, in consequence of the so-called Jifkoff Act on 
Public Education promulgated December 14, 1891. According 
to this Act, no communities were longer recognized, except the 
religious Musuhnan, Israelite, Armenian, etc., communities. 
The law was applied not immediately, but gradually in the 
course of the next few years. The Supreme Court of Bulgaria 
confirmed the abolition of the Greek co3nmunities in a case in 
1896. In this case the Court affirmed a decision of the tribunal 
of Varna dismissing a suit of the Greek community of Varna 
against a Bulgarian tenant of one of its properties on the plea 
of the latter that there existed no Greek community. The 
Greek communities in fact went out of existence in the fol- 
lowing years; and in 1906, on the occasion of the violent 
anti-Greek movement in Bulgaria, all property of Greek in- 
stitutions, churches, schools, hospitals, convents, etc., was 
confiscated. 

In view of the fact that the de facto dissolution of the 
Greek communities in Bulgaria came about mainly after 1906, 
the Greek member of the Commission maintained that the 

“See mpra, p. 88 
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property of such communities was also to be liquidated by 
the Commission under the provisions of article 12 of the 
Convention and under the decisions of the Commission con- 
cerning former emigrants from 1900 to the coming into effect 
of the Convention.'' The Bulgarian member of the Commission 
argued that the latter could not liquidate property of com- 
munities which had ceased to exist de jure in 1900, since it 
could not deal with the liquidation of properties of individuals 
who had emigrated prior to that year. To this the Greek 
member replied that article 29 of the Rules for reciprocal 
emigration and liquidation, which provided that all excep- 
tional measures taken against the property of former emi- 
grants were deemed abrogated and cancelled, had a retro- 
Eictive effect; that the Jifkoff Act should be deemed as one of 
the exceptional laws passed against property of Greek com- 
munities, existing in whatever period, when the members of 
such communities had emigrated after 1900; and that the 
Convention considered all communities as existing at the time 
when their members emigrated.® 

All this was highly ingenious; but it lost sight of the 
important provision of the Convention, article 6, paragraph 
2, that its provisions applied only to those communities which 
were dissolved by reason of the emigration of their members. 
Therefore the Convention had nothing to do with commun- 
ities which were dissolved for any other reason than that of 
emigration of their members. 

§ 108. In whose favor was community property to be 
liquidated? The questions of dissolution and liquidation raised 
a further question, that of the payment of the proceeds of 
liquidation. Both the Greek and Bulgarian members seemed 
to agree ® that since both in Bulgaria and Greece the com- 
munities are now tmder the supervision of the government 
which recognized their existence, the proceeds of liquidation 
of their properties in the countay of origin should be turned 

^ See mjrra, § 37. 

*ProoS»-Veibaux, xjdii, 381afc meet., November 10, 1927, anuex; 882d 
meet, November 16, 1927, annex; 385th meet., November 24, 1927, pp. 6-7. 

8 Procls-Verbaux, xxiii, 381st meet., annex, and 382d meet,. Annex, No- 
vember, 1927. Bee also xv, 286th meet., September 6, 1926, p, 1839. 
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over to the government of the country of immigration. It was 
the business of this government to see that the community 
property and foundations were reconstitufed. In case that 
government satisfied the needs which the community formerly 
looked after, if, for instance, it maintained schools and 
churches, provided hospitals, etc., it might properly retain the 
proceeds of the liquidation. At any rate, the disposal of the 
proceeds should be a question between the government and 
the community, and the Mixed Commission should not be 
called upon to interfere. The neutral members felt that this 
was not sound; and, although they could not pronounce a 
definite opinion and state its grounds, they were unwilling to 
turn over to the two governments the proceeds of community 
property without a promise from them that they would use 
such proceeds for the benefit of the emigrant members of the 
communities. 

§ 109. The two interpretations proposed by the neutrals. 
The definite positions of the Bulgarian and Greek members 
in the matter of communities were finally stated in Novem- 
ber, 1927, after repeated invitations by the neutral members.^® 
The statements of the two members, together with the texts 
of the Convention, the Rules, and the preliminary decisions 
of the Commission, formed a file of documents which was 
submitted on behalf of the Mixed Commission, together with 
a questionnaire prepared by the President, to the Legal Sec- 
tion of the Secretariat of the League of Nations for advice.’^^ 
On August 4, 1928,^® the neutral members of the Commis- 
sion presented a memorandum on the question of commun- 
ities. Having in the meantime obtained advice on the legal 
questions involved, they presented two interpretations of the 
Convention, a narrow and a broad, which they sub3nitted to 
the Bulgarian and Greek members for their views. 

The first interpretation started from the considra'ation 
that the whole spirit of the Convention was to facilitate the 

i®See Procfes-Vcibaux, xv, 282d meet., August 20, 1926 ; 286th meet., 
September 3, 1926, p. 1841: xxii, 370th meet., September 30th, 1927; xxiii, 
37411i meet,, October 19, 1027; xxiii, 382d and 383d meet., November 24, 1927, 
^iProoes-Verbaux, xxiii, 3^th meet., pp. 6-7, 

^^^roofes-Verbaux, xxix, 432d meet., p. 3 and aimex. 
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emigration of individuals and to prevent any pecuniary dam- 
age to them from the exercfee of the right of emigration. 
Juristic persons, therefore, in no way come under the pro- 
visions of the Convention, From this the conclusion was drawn 
that the term communautSs of article 6, paragraph 2, of the 
Convention seemed to refer only to groups of individuals 
among whom there wore persons emigrating, provided that, 
according to law, the fact that these persons emigrated and 
separated from such group had as a juridical consequence a 
loss for such members of property belonging to the group. In 
this view, communities came under the provisions of the 
Convention when three conditions were fulfilled: (1) there 
were emigrants among the members of the group; (2) these 
emigrants were bound to the other members of the group by 
a tie of group proprietorship with respect to certain property; 
(3) these emigrants, by virtue of the territorial law reasonably 
interpreted, would have a right to claim a part of these prop- 
erties in the case of dissolution. No dissolution of a group and 
no liquidation of its property was to be admitted, unless the 
property rights of its emigrant members could be proved. For 
such proof of rights, reference should be made to the law 
under which the group was established, and subsidiarily to the 
territorial law. Thus it would seem that emigrants could not 
demand the liquidation of churches whose erection had been 
made by their contributions, since they had no property right 
in the churches. 

According to this view, the Convention, when referring to 
the dissolution of communities whose members emigrated, 
meant the dissolution which would necessarily follow when 
the remaining members of a community refused to grant to 
the emigrating members the part of the community property 
that belonged to them according to the law. In such cases the 
Commission might have the power to pronounce the dissolu- 
tion and liquidate the community property to the extent of 
the portion corresponding to the part belonging to emigrating 
members. It followed that the proceeds of liquidation were to 
be paid to the em^ating members. 

The second interpretation assumed that three kinds of 
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juristic persons were included in the term communautes of 
the Convention: 

(1) Associations or corporations proper, such as clubs, 
societies, etc., founded with the exclusive or main purpose of 
serving a common interest of their members and not with a 
lucrative purpose. 

(2) Associations in the form of communities, religious or 
cultural, which, though difficult to define, have always played 
a considerable role in the Balkan provinces of the Ottoman 
Empire. These groups were united by the religious or cultural 
kinship alone, without formal incorporation, and without a 
charter defining the relations of the members between them- 
selves and towards the community. This type comprised 
school and church communities and sometimes convents and 
their dependencies (metochies) ; it possessed a property inde- 
pendent of the contributions of the members. The members 
or the beneficiaries of these communities had a right in the 
moral capital of the institutions, but it could not be claimed 
that they had a right to a specific part of the property in case 
of the liquidation of the community. 

(3) Foundations, that is, corporations to administer a 
certain property, constituted by an individual or a group of 
individuals for a definite purpose. These did not cease except 
at the extinguishment of the capital to which they owed their 
existence, or at the accomplishment of the purpose for which 
they were created, or at the disappearance of the object that 
they served. 

These three categories of juristic persons were to be ad- 
mitted to the same benefits as individuals under the Conven- 
tion. The Commission was bound to liquidate properties of 
communities whenever an application was filed. The question 
in whose favor the liquidation was to be made depends on 
whether the community belonged to the first or to the other 
two groups. If the case was of an association or corporation 
proper, its property was to be divided in whole or in part 
among the emigrating members. If the ease was of founda- 
tions, or of associations in the form of communities as defined 
imder (2) above, the members could not receive individually 
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any part of the property, but they should continue to enjoy 
the benefit of the community property. Consequently, the 
community property was to be hquidated in favor of the state 
in which the emigrant members were settled; that state would 
then be bound to devote the product of the liquidation to the 
creation in its territory of institutions, the aim of which should 
be as nearly as possible identical with the aim of the original 
community. 

This second interpretation seemed, indeed, to grasp the 
real situation, the first being too legalistic and specious, and 
ignoring the nature and conditions of the communities in 
question. It should be noted that the first interpretation 
agreed fundamentally with the Bulgarian position, while the 
second interpretation confirmed in a great measure the Greek 
position as it was stated by Mr. S. Gheorgopoulos. The only 
difference was in the fact that associations or corporations for 
non-lucrative purposes were included by the memorandum of 
the neutrals as communities in the provisions of the Conven- 
tion. Their inclusion would not seem justified, unless they 
could be brought under the terms “foundations of any kind 
whatever” of article 6, paragraph 2. 

As was to be expected, the Greek and Bulgarian members, 
being invited to express their views on the above interpreta- 
tions, favored each the interpretation consonant to his own 
position. Therefore, no solution acceptable to both parties 
was found. 

§110. The recourse to the Permanent Court of Interna- 
tional Justice. Under these circumstances, on September 17, 
1928,^® when the Mixed Commission was at Geneva, the Presi- 
dent communicated to the members of the Commission the 
text of a letter that he proposed to send to the Ministers of 
Foreign Affairs of the two countries, in which he suggested 
that it would be useful to obtain an advisory opinion of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice on the question of 
communities. The members had no objection to the sending of 
such a letter, but no response to the suggestion was obtained 
for a considerable time. A year later, in September 1929, when 

i^Proote-VerbaiDc, mbc, meet., p. 2; 439th meet., pp. 1-2. 
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the Coniinission -was again meeting at Geneva, the neutral 
members definitely raised the question of recourse to the Per- 
manent Court. The Greek member declared that the Greek 
goveriimeiit accepted such recourse. The Bulgarian govern- 
ment was reluctant to do so. However, ihe Prcsidcui oi the 
Commission prepared, in collaboration with a member of the 
Legal Section of the Secretariat of the League, a draft ques- 
tionnaire to be submitted to the Court At last, in December, 
1929,''’ the Bulgarian govermnent signified its consent to a 
recourse to the Permanent Court for an advisory opinion. As 
no agreement could be obtained on the questionnaire to be 
submitted to the Court, the two neuiral members prepared 
their own questionnaire and the Greek and Bulgarian members 
of the Commission prepared each a separate set of questions. 

By a letter dated December 19, 1929, the President of the 
Commission requested the Secretary-General of the League, 
111 the name of the Greek and Bulgarian governments, to sub- 
mit to the Council a request that an advisory opinion be 
obtained from the Permanent Court of International Justice, 
for the use of the Mixed Commission, with regard to the 
interpretation of those clauses of the Convention concerning 
Reciprocal Emigration which related to communities. A reso- 
lution to this effect was adopted by the Council of the League 
on January 16, 1930.^® By order of January 24, 1930, the 
President of the Court fixed February 28, 1930, as the date by 
which written statements, if any, were to be filed with tho 
Registry of the Court. This time was later extended to March 
17, 1930, By that time written statements were deposited by 
the two governments. The Court held pubhc sittings from 
June 19 to July 1, 1930. The President of the Mixed Commis- 
sion and the agents of the two governments also addressed 
replies to certain questions formulated by the Court by order 
dated June 30, 1930, The two governments availed them- 
selves of the right of choosing each a judge of their nation- 

Proce^VerbaiTUc, xxxv, 604fch moot, p. 1; SOStb. meet., p. 2, S06th meet., 
p. 1; SOSth meet., annex No 7, 

IS PTOofes-Veibanx, xxxvii, SlQth meet., December 3, 1929. 

League of Nations, Official Journal, Febiuary, 1030, p. 109. See the 
questions to the Court, listed ibid., pp. 187-188, 
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ality to ait on tlie case. The Court handed down its decieion 
on July 31, 1930. It is worthy of especial mention that the 
opinion of the Court was unanimous, even the Bulgarian and 
Greek judges having agreed with the rest of the Court. 

§ 111. The Advisory Opinion of the Court. The opinion 
of the Court entered first into the consideration of the gen- 
eral purpose of the Convention concerning Reciprocal Emigra- 
tion. It found that it was desired "by as wide a measure of 
emigration as possible to eliminate or reduce in the Balkans 
the centres of irredentist agitation . . . and to render more 
effective than in the past the process of pacification.” Since, 
then, the Convention was meant to encourage as wide a meas- 
ure of emigration as possible, and to overcome the hesitation 
of the minorities to take advantage of its provisions, it pro- 
vided for the remedy of any material losses which emigration 
might entail upon both new and former emigrants. 

Although it was individuals only who were entitled to take 
advantage of the terms of the Convention, “nevertheless the 
material benefits which from time immemorial in the East 
individuals of the same race, religion, language, and traditions 
have derived from uniting into communities are well known.” 
The Convention therefore aimed at securing for the indi- 
viduals the property of the communities dissolved by reason 
of their emigration. 

After these preliminary observations, the opinion of the 
Court goes into the questions raised by the Mixed Commis- 
sion. Considering the first and main question, What is the 
criterion to be applied to determine what is a community 
within the meaning of the Convention, the Court finds that 
“the 'community’ is the general traditional conception thereof 
in the East of an exclusively minority character, of a group of 
persons hving in a given country or locality, having a race, 
religion, or language and traditions of their own, and united 
by this identity in a sentiment of solidarity with the view to 
preserving their traditions, maintaining their form of worship, 
insuring the upbringing' of their children . . . and rendering 

w Permanent Court of International Justice, Publications, Series B, No. 
17, Advisory Opinion regarding The Gieco-Bulgarian Communities, 
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mutual assistance to each other.” The question whether a 
particular community did or did not conform to the above 
conception was a question of fact for the Mixed Commission. 
This incidentally confirmed the Greek argument as pro- 
pounded by Mr. Gheorgopoulos in the Mixed Conmiission and 
as presented before the Court. The Court clearly stated the 
position of communities in the following terms : 

In order to fulfil the purpose for which they existed, and in 
order to meet the common needs of their members, it was necessary 
that the communities should have a patrimony, no matter what 
legal form their possession of it might take, or what the local law 
might be as regards the granting or withholding of juridical person- 
ality so as to enable them to be capable in law of owning property. 

The existence of communities is a question of fact; it is not a 
question of law. In actual fact the communities ordinarily possessed 
property. The Convention itself recognizes this by referring ex- 
pressly to the property, movable or immovable “belonging to com- 
munities.” It is this situation of fact which the Convention has in 
mind. 

The Court also considered that churches, convents, schools, 
hospitals, etc., having a separate existence, wore to be treated 
like communities. 

With regard to the second question of the Mixed Commis- 
sion, What conditions must be satisfied to cause the Commis- 
sion to dissolve a community, the Court held that this also 
was a question of fact. The Commission was to be satisfied 
that a community was to be dissolved when the fact had taken 
place. The conditions to be fulfilled for this were: that the 
dissolution was the consequence of the emigration of persons 
who were members of the community; and that as a result of 
this emigration, of its extent and its conditions, the com- 
munity was unable to perform its task and fulfil its purpose. 
In this again the Court accepted the Greek view in the mat- 
ter.^® Besides the above two questions submitted by the Mixed 
Commission, similar questions, differently framed, were sub- 

Permanent Court of International Justice, Publications, Series B, No. 
17, Advisory Opinion regarding The Greoo-Bulgarian Communities, p. 22. 

18 Proefes-Verbaux, xv, 286t» meet., September 3, 1926, p. 1841; xvi, 304th 
meet., December 3, 1926, pp. 2017-18. 
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mitted to the Court by each of the two governments. The 
Court refrained from making remarks or replying separately 
on the two relevant questions of the Greek government,®® as 
it had covered them by its remarks and replies to the above 
questions, and in fact had accepted, in general, the views of 
this government. The three questions submitted by the Bul- 
garian government referred to the above points, what was a 
community in the meaning of the Convention and when 
should it be regarded as dissolved. The remarks and replies of 
the Court to the questions of the Bulgarian government reject 
the views of the latter. In particular, the Court denied the 
contention that a community was a legal fiction, existing only 
in virtue of the laws of a country, and that the dissolution of 
a community had to be ordered by any one, since as regards 
the application of the Convention there was no need to ascer- 
tain what particular law was applicable. The Court also stated 
that the communes were not included in the term 'commun- 
ities.’ This already had formed the subject of a decision of the 
Mixed Commission to the same effect.®^ 

The third question of the Commission was. What was to 
be understood by dissolution, what relations were to be dis- 
solved, and what was the period by reference to which the 
existence of the relations to be dissolved was to be established? 
The answer of the Court was that dissolution was the cessa- 
tion of the existence of the community, and that the period by 
reference to which the existence of the relations in the com- 
munity was to be established was the moment immediately 
preceding the dissolution of the community. If, however, the 
dissolution of the community took place as the result of sev- 
eral consecutive emigrations, the Commission was to ascertain 
how far the earlier emigrations had contributed to the dissolu- 
tion and should be taken into consideration for the purpose 
of the distribution of the property of the communities. 

With respect to the payments of the value of community 
property liquidated by the Mixed Commission and to movable 
property of communities, the Court held that, in view of the 

^"Questions 1 aad 3 of the Greek Government. 

See supra, p. 89, 
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purpose of the Cbnvontioii to eueourago individuals to emi- 
grate by affording them the possibility of benefiting indi- 
vidually from the property of the eommunity, the dividing up 
of the property of the communities was a favor reserved to 
such persons. The parties to receive such property were there- 
fore those who established their title and claimed liquidation 
on the ground of dissolution. If the Commission should not 
Ge^ able to trace the original claimants, it should inform the 
government concerned of the fact, and the government was to 
take the necessary steps to insure payment to the persons 
entitled as above. In this the Court did not follow the view 
of the two governments, who wished to have the proceeds of 
the liquidation of immovable property of emigrants turned 
over to the respective governments. The Court’s interpretation 
was, of course, not based on any provision of the Convention; 
but it is difficult to disagree with it, although it might be 
difficult to see why the emigrants should divide the proceeds 
of the liquidation of a large landed community property 
acquired in the course of many generations. Nor is it probable 
that the provision for the liquidation of community property 
was inserted in the Convention with the intent of having the 
proceeds of liquidation divided up among the emigrants. How- 
ever, the liberal interpretation of the Court is certainly in 
conformity with the spirit of the Convention. It was based 
not only on the general consideration that emigration ought 
not to entail material losses to emigrants, but also on the 
information given by the neutral members that many losses 
were actually suffered by the emigrants, on account, especially, 
of the depreciation of the bonds given them in payment by 
the governments. ■ 

On a question of the Greek government concerning prop- 
erty of communities dissolved prior to the Convention con- 
cerning Reciprocal Emigration of 1919, the Court held that 
“just as persons emigrating subsequently to the Convention 
participate in the property of the community the dissolution 
of which is brought about by their emigration, so former 
enoigrants ought to have the possibility of participating in the 
proceeds of the liquidation of property belonging to a com- 
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munity of which they were members and the dissolution of 
which resulted from their departure.” However, the Court 
pointed out that if a community had been dissolved before 
the entry into force of the Convention for any other reason 
than the emigration of its members, it did not fall under the 
provisions of the Convention, 

§ 112. Preliminary decisions of the Commission. During 
the preliminary stages of the work of the Commission and in 
the first years of its existence, a number of decisions were 
taken which did not affect the final determination of the 
various questions of interpretation raised by the provisions 
of the Convention on communities. The decision on the inter- 
pretation of the word ‘persons’ of article 12,®^ that excluding 
administrative communes from the conception of a commun- 
ity,*^® and that on movable property of communities which 
might be taken away by emigrants,^* are considered in an- 
other part of this study. Other decisions, referring in particular 
to the liquidation of properties of communities, are considered 
in the remaining pages of this chapter. 

An important practical question raised by the properties 
of communities was the following. In view of the fact that the 
communities were not recognized by the Turkish law, and 
therefore could not have rights and obligations under it, the 
property which was in fact community property was held in 
the name and title of a member of the community, a person of 
known honesty, called in Turkish mutiveli. The situation was 
similar to that of a trust in the Anglo-American law. A person, 
as trustee, held the title for the benefit of the community. But 
the trust relation was not recognized by the Turkish law, and 
the person holding the title was not amenable to the court by 
any judicial or administrative proceeding tending to enforce 
the trust. The control over the trustee was not a legal control, 
but one secured by religion and social custom or ethics. 

A first question, therefore, which was presented before the 
Commission was that of a property for which a new or former 
emigrant presented a written title, but which was in fact 

®®Sae awpra, p 88 
2* See suipra, p. 89. 

■**See supra, p. 119. 
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owned by a community. On the proposition of both the Greek 
and Bulgarian members, the Commission decided that in such 
cases the Sub-Commissions should proceed to liquidate such 
property, viz., establish the rights, survey the land, appraise 
it, etc., as if the person in question were the real owner. How- 
ever, on the request of the interested community, or a religious 
or national administration acting on behalf of such commun- 
ity, or on its own initiative, the government of the country 
to which the community was nationally akin, and to which its 
members had immigrated, might through the medium of its 
representative on the Mixed Commission, seize the proceeds 
of the liquidation. The apparent owner might have recourse 
against such seizure before the tribunals of the country with 
which he was nationally akin. In case such proceeds had 
already been paid over to the incumbent, the government 
might take action before the courts. The Sub-Commissions 
were directed to note, in their decisions, all objections made 
before them to the effect that the incumbent was only a trus- 
tee for the community. 

The next question was how to deal with the property of 
communities when no emigrant applied for its liquidation as 
property in his name and under his title. This question was 
connected with the problem of the dissolution of a community 
in case not aU its members had emigrated. The Greek member 
of the Commission had proposed that each community should 
be allowed to consider itself as dissolved or not, to make agree- 
ments with the remaining members, and to dispose of its 
property as it saw fit. The Commission would then be bound 
to liquidate all community property when an application for 
liquidation was made by the council of a community.®® The 
Commission finally decided that the liquidation of real 
property might be applied for either by the council of the 
emigrating community or by the member of the Commission 
representing the country to which the community was na- 
tionally akin. When applications for liquidation of community 
properties were filed, the Sub-Commissions and other agents 

Proefes-Verbaux, viii, 160th meet., August 31, 1923, pp. 982, 986. 

*9 Prooes-Verbaux, ix, 187tii meet., May 27, 1924, p. 1135. 
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of the Mixed Commission were directed to proceed to the 
liquidation of such property in accordance with the procedure 
prevailing in respect to other property.®'^ 

Even without such application, however, the Sub-Commis- 
sions were authorized, whenever they thought it advisable, to 
proceed to the appraisal of properties belonging to a com- 
munity; this was an attempt to simplify the work of appraisal. 
To this end the land surveyors were directed by the Commis- 
sion,®® on their visit to a locality for the purpose of surveying 
property of private persons, to survey, as a general rule, the 
community properties situated in such locality. Similar direc- 
tions were given to expert architects in case of buildings of 
small importance belonging to communities. No expert exam- 
ination of important community buildings (of a value above 
500,000 drachmas or 1,000,000 leva) was made, however, ex- 
cept by special order of a Sub-Commission. 

The difficulties met with in the appointment of proper 
delegations for the establishment of property rights were even 
more serious when the property rights of communities were to 
be proved. Emigrant members of a community were not neces- 
sarily settled in the same locality in their new country, and 
it was difficult to find the persons most qualified to testify.®® 

By the end of 1928 most of the lands and buildings be- 
longing to communities had been surveyed and the property 
rights were determined or in process of determination. It was 
in connection with large community properties that much pre- 
liminary work remained to be done. There are 67 cases of 
communities in Thrace, 263 in Macedonia, and 76 in Bulgaria. 

§ 113. Difficulties presented by the metochy of Rogen or 
Rosino. The application for liquidation of the metochy or 
convent farm of Rogen, in Bulgaria, by the convent of Iveron 
in Mount Athos raised also certain difficult juristic questions, 
apart from those concerning communities in general. In an- 
other place the question of the admission of the metochy of 


*''PrDC^yerbaux, xv, 290th meet. Septembei 16, 1926, p. 1864. 
Mprpo^-Verbaux, xii, 235th meet, July 28, 1925, p. 1480. 

Xbxd* 

ioT the cabe of the coixiDiunity of TataisPazardiik. Proces- 

Yerbaus, xmi, 468th meet., December 22, 1928, p. 17. 



176 


PROPF.RTY OP COMMUNITIES 

Rogon to tho benefits of ihc Convention is considered.'’^ The 
further quesiion was whether the convent of Iveron of Mount 
Athos could claim any property rights in the inetochy of 
Rogen.’’^ An cxposiiion of the opposing arguments in this 
respect by the Greek and Bulgarian members is indeed an 
exposition of the status of the convents of Mount Athos. 

The Bulgarian position was that the convent of Iveron 
could not claim liquidation of its property by the Mixed Com- 
mission, even under the provisions for constructive emigration 
of article 7, remark 1, of the Rules, since this convent as well 
as the other convents of Mount Athos, with all their depend- 
encies, were stavropegiac, their properties belonging to the 
Oecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople. 

The word siavrnpegiac {aravpoirqyioKaL) is composed of the 
words siauros (<rToup6s) meaning ‘cross,’ tavipegnymi (Trij-yru/u) 
meaning ‘sot fast.’ It refers to the fact that the cross, which, 
according to the rules of the Orthodox CJhurch, should be set 
at the place where a new convent was erected, was sent di- 
rectly by the Patriarch, who was thus considered the founder 
of the convent.”® Such convents were under the direct ecclesi- 
astical Jurisdiction of tho Oecumenical Patriarchate, whereas 
all other convents were subject to the jurisdiction of the local 
bishops. The convents of Momit Athos date from the middle 
of the ninth century. 

According to the Greek argument, the convents of Mount 
Athos from their original establishment and during the exist- 
ence of the Byzantine Empire enjoyed a complete independ- 
ence and autonomy, and formed a sort of independent 
republic. Their exclusive ownership and possession of their 
estates was always recognized. This situation continued dur- 
ing the Turkish Empire. The only connection between these 
convents and the Oecumenical Patriarchate was ecclesiastical 
or spiritual. Many firmans or decrees of the Turkish Emperors 

®iSee supra, § 40. , . 

«2The facts and disputes in the case of this metochy may bo seen m 
Proo^B-Verbaux, xxii, 369th meet., p. 6 and annex 370th meet., p* 1 and 
annexes; and xxiii, 374tii meet,, p. 14; 379th meet., pp. 6ff.; 380bli meet., 
pp, Ijff, 

"SFor the procedure see John Haokett, History of the Orthodox Church 
of Cyprus (London, 1901), pp. 368-369. 
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recognized the privileges of these convents. Moreover, the 
Treaty of Berlin of 1878 (article 62, paragraph 8) added an 
international security by providing that “the monks of Mount 
Athos, whatever their country of origin, shall be maintained 
in their previous possessions and advantages, and shall enjoy, 
without any exception, an entire equality of rights and 
privileges.” 

All this was not disputed by the Bulgarian member of the 
Mixed Commission. It was also not disputed that the new 
constitutional charter of Mount Athos, prepared by a special 
commission, adopted by the Double Extraordinary Assembly 
of the twenty convents of Mount Athos in 1924, and approved 
by the decree of June 1, 1926, of the Greek government, 
affirmed the exclusive property rights of the convents and the 
purely spiritual jurisdiction of the Oecumenical Patriarch- 
ate.®® What was disputed was the status of the convents 

84 The Tieaty concerning the Protection of Minorities in Greece of 
August 10, 1020, article 13, contaiaa a similar engagement on the part of 
Greece applying to the non-Greek monostio communities of Mount Aiiios. 
League of Nations, Treaty 8eiies, xxviii, p. 260. 

<10 See text of the dmiter in the “Journal of tho Governinont” of Groore, 
1926, pait i. Extracts from the clmiter are also given, in French translation, 
in Pioces-Verbaux, xxii, 309th meet., annex 1, pp. 5 ft. The following articles 
are material: 

Abticlb 1. The Hagionym6 Mount Athos is composed of twenty holy, 
sovereign, royal, patiiarohal, and stavi-opegiao convents, clashed, conform- 
ably to the perpetual order, as follows: 


(1) The Convent of Great Lavra 

(2) 

<( 

Vatopedi 

( 3 ) 

<C 

Iveron 

C4) 

tt 

Chilandari 

(6) 

u 

Dionysiou 

( 6 ) 

tt 

Xontloiunousiou 

(7) 

u 

Pantokratoros 

(8) 

tt 

Xeropotamou 

( 9 ) 

ft 

Zographou 

(10) 

u 

Doeheiariou 

(11) 

tt 

Xarakallou 

(12) 

tt 

Philotheou 

(13) 

tt 

Simonos Petra 

(14) 

it 

Saint Pad 

(15) 

tt 

StavTonikota 

(16) 

tt 

Xenophontos 

(17) 

if 

Gregoiiou 

(18) 

if 

Esphigmenou 

(19) 

tt 

Russiko 

(20) 

« 

Kastamonitou 


ABitciii!i 2, Outside the above Convents, it is absolutely forbidden to any 
one to own property in the Mount Athos. 

AnxicnB 6. All the Convents of Mount Athos, in so far as they are patri- 
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before tlio promulgation of this charter, at the time the Con- 
vention respecting Reciprocal Emigration was entered into 
and the declaration of emigration for the metochy of Rogen 
was filed in 1923. 

It was argued by the Bulgarian member of the Mixed 
Commission that the Decree on the Administration of the 
Convents promulgated by the Turkish administration in 1875 
(Zihildje 20, 1294) had changed the status of Mount Athos. 
The effect of this decree, in the Bulgarian view, was to render 
the convents of Mount Athos subject to the Oecumenical 
Patriarchate of Constantinople and to make all their property 
inalienable, Rke all church property.® “ The Greek member did 
not deny the promulgation of the above decree, but he con- 
tended that it was never adopted or approved by the convents 
or their general Council and was never binding upon them; 
that the prohibition upon alienation of real estate always 
applied only on property situated on Mount Athos; and that 
the first authoritative codification of aU the chrysobula, 
sindhillims, firmans, and customs governing Mount Athos is 
in the General Regulations of 1912. These Regulations were 


ai’chul and sUvropegiac, are subjodi to the spiritual jurisdiction of the Great 
Eastern Orthodox Church, no other commemoration being permitted except 
that of tile Oecumenical Patriarch. 

It IS forbidden to any heretic or schismatic to establish himself in Mount 
Athos. 

Aeticlb 13. The administration of aU the properties of the holy Convents 
is placed in the care of the brotherhood of each Convent leading a monastic 
hfe. 

The text of this decree is found in an abbreviated Trench translation in 
George Young, Corps de droit Ottoman, ii, pp. 47-56, and in iuU in a 
Greek translation in Nioolaides, 'Q^iaiiovutol Ketfucs (Ottoman Codes) (Con- 
stantinople, 1889-91), iii, pp. 2803 fE. The most important articles ore: 

AnTioM 1. The penmsula of Mount Athos comprises . . . twenty Convents, 
called stavropigiaka, whM are subject to the spiritual administration of the 
Oecumenical Patriarchate* of Constantinople . . . 

AnTicua 3. The said convents with theii" dependencies are subject to the 
Oecumenical Patriarchate and constitute inalienable church property. The 
monks living therein in Iheir civil admmista’ation are subject to His Majesty 
the Emperor and in their spiritual administration to the Oecumenical Pa- 
triarch, their head, on whom they depend. 

Abticli: so. In Mount Athos no one has an individual right of owner^p 
and dominion in real estate ... 

AbtioIiB 62. No one may ever on any pretext sell, grant, or alienate the 
property of a convent of Mount Athos or its dependencies, whether in the 
imperial territories or in a foreign country. . . . 

Articles 147, 148, and 150 of the decree seem to make its application 
subject to ratidcation or approval. 
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prepared in Constantinople, revised and approved in 1910 by 
the Holy Community of Mount Athos, voted in 1912 by the 
Holy Synod of the Oecumenical Patriarchate, and in force 
since that time. According to the Bulgarian view, these Regu- 
lations have no legal validity and have never been in force, 
since they have not been submitted to the Turkish Govern- 
ment for approval. 

The further contention of the Bulgarian representative 
was that the real estate of the convent of Iveron being in- 
alienable according to the general rule of the inalienability of 
property of convents, regardless of the provisions of the Regu- 
lations of 1875, the convent in question could not claim the 
liquidation of its property by the Mixed Commission, which 
was not different from sale of property. This argument could 
hardly be taken seriously, since the Convention concerning 
Reciprocal Emigration expressly provided that real property 
of communities was to be liquidated by the Mixed Commis- 
sion, and explicitly included the convents under the term 
'communities’ (articles 6 and 7). Indeed, the whole dispute 
over the Rules of 1876 seemed pointless, since their only ma- 
terial provision against alienation of real estate of convents 
is nullified by the Convention. 

§ 114. Effects of the Advisory Opinion of the Permanent 
Court. It would seem that the case of the metochy of Rogen 
wiU be easy to decide after the advisory opinion of the Per- 
manent Court. This opinion recognized that a convent might 
belong to a community or might be an independent institu- 
tion, in which case it was assimilated to a community under 
the Convention. In either case, the emigrants who were bene- 
ficiaries of such an institution had the same rights in respect 
of the property thereof as in respect of property belonging to 
a community. 

The Commission will have to take a number of decisions 
to carry into effect the advisory opinion of the Court. In 
general, Greece will obtain a great financial advantage as a 
consequence of the opinion, in view of the fact that the Greek 
communities in the territories acquired by Bulgaria after 1912 
possessed large landed properties, whereas the properties 
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owned by the Bulgarian communities in the Greek territories 
were small and unimportant. This was at the bottom the 
reason why the two states stood for different interpretations 
of the provisions of the Convention.*® 
ssproces-Veibaux, xm, Zllth meet, p. 18 
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§ 115. Turkish Land Law. The complicated character of 
the Turkish land law raised especial difficulties in the estab- 
lishment of the property rights in forests of emigrants and 
communities. A proper consideration of these difficulties and 
of the decisions adopted by the Mixed Commission requires a 
preliminary survey of the Turkish land law and of the changes 
brought about by the succeeding Bulgarian and Greek laws. 

The Turkish land law of 1858 (Ramazan 7, 1274), in arti- 
cle 1, distinguishes five categories of lands: ^ (1) lands mem- 
louke, which belong in complete ownership, mullt, to persons; 

(2) lands miri, or public, belonging in ownership to the state; 

(3) lands mevkoufS, or dedicated, which are inalienable; (4) 
lands metrouki, or abandoned; and (5) mevai or 'dead’ 
lands. Articles 2 to 5 define each category of lands. 

Lands belonging in complete ownership to persons are of 
four kinds: (a) the building lands situated in villages and 
towns and lands comprised in their inclosures, which do not 
exceed one-half stremma ® and are considered as dependencies 
of houses; (b) lands withdrawn from the public lands and 

I The text of the Turkish law is found in a Greek translation in Nikolaides, 
’O^woopucaf KtliSurej (Ottoman Codes) (Constantinople, 1889-91), ii, pp. 1005 £f. 
A French translation is foimd in Young, Corps do droit ottoman, vi, pp. 46-83. 

s A stremma is equivalent to 03471 acres. 

180 



RIGHTS IN FORESTS 181 

granted in ooinplote ownership lo an individual; (c) lands 
subject to the tithe (ushriye); these represent lands granted, 
after the conquest of the Byzantine Empire and the other 
Balkan territories, to the victoi’s in complete ownership; and 
(d) the taxable lands (haradjie) ; these represent lands left in 
the ownership of the vanquished Non-Mussulman inhabitants. 

Public lands, miri, are the fields, pasture lands, forests, and 
the like, which belong in ownership to the state. Possession 
of these lands was formerly granted to private persons by the 
owners of military fiefs, but for the last century possession has 
been granted by the government by a possessory title, tapou. 
The bulk of the landed property in Turkish territories be- 
longed to the state, and the persons in possession of such land 
had only a possessory title. 

The dedicated or mortmain lands were of two kinds: 
(1) Lands, previously privately owned, which had been dedi- 
cated to charitable uses in accordance with the religious law. 
The ownership and possession of such lands belonged to the 
vakouf or charitable institution. (2) Lands withdrawn from 
the public lands. In these lands it was the public taxes, such 
as the tithe, etc., that had been given to the vakouf. These 
lands were not in the full sense vakouf lands, since they 
remained in the ownership of the state. Most of the vakouf 
lands in Turkey belonged to this class. 

'Abandoned’ lands were those left to the public use, such 
as public streets, and those left to the use of all the inhabi- 
tants of one or several villages or towns, such as pasture lands. 
‘Dead’ lands were those that were in the possession of no one ; 
were not left to the use of the inhabitants; and were situated 
at a certain distance from inhabited places. 

From the subsequent provisions of the land law concerning 
public lands, miri, including vakouf lands belonging in owner- 
ship to the state, it is clear that the state retains and exercises 
the ownership {recamhe) on such lands, and the persons hav- 
ing a possessory title (tapou) exercise therein the right of 
possession and the right of collecting the products (tessarouf), 
rights deemed to be derived from a relation of landlord and 
tenant {idjari). The land is granted to a person to cultivate 
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or use it, and he has definite oblifeations or duties towards the 
state; hence the grant has the designation ikaU ve tefviz, 
which means transferring in trust or in confidence. The tenant 
is bound to cultivate the land, or to pay an annual fee in case 
the land is not for cultivation (articles 68 and 84). Moreover 
he can only make use of the land in accordance with its 
nature. Thus, pasture lands can be cultivated only on express 
authorization of the state, given through a tapou (article 10). 
Likewise, land held under this tenure cannot be used for mak- 
ing bricks (article 12), or for planting vines or fruit trees 
(article 25), without special authorization. 

§ 116. Its provisions on forests. With regard to forests 
and trees, there are special provisions in the land law which 
may now be considered (articles 25 to 30). In general, the law 
distinguishes trees of two kinds: those that are planted by the 
possessor of the land and those that grow naturally on the 
land. Fruit trees and vines planted in a land by the possessor 
on the authorization of the state ® do not follow the condition 
of the land but belong to its possessor. Similar is the case 
when the latter grafts or improves trees which grew naturally 
on the land in his possession. On the contrary, trees growing 
naturally on miri lands, including fruit trees, follow the con- 
dition of the land and therefore belong to the state. A tithe 
is paid to the latter on the products of fruit trees. Such trees 
cannot be felled or uprooted by any one. 

Forests are also of two kinds: &Bt, those that are planted 
on the authorization of the government, by the possessor of 
the land; they belong to the said possessor, who has the right 
to cut them down or uproot them. Secondly, those growing 
naturally on the land in possession by tapou. The possessor of 
such forests may only cut down trees. Exception is made for 
forests on common mountains {djipali moupaha) and forests 
left to the use of the inhabitants of villages. The benefit and 
use of these forests belong to the whole village. They cannot 
be withdrawn from such use and placed in the possession of 
private persons by means of a tapou (articles 91 and 104). 

»Tho ease is the same with tiees plaated without authority, but not 
uprooted, as by ri^t, by the state wid>in thiee years. 
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§ 117. Turkish Law on Forests of 1870. The situation in 
regard to forests was clarified by the Law on Forests of 1870 
(Cheval 11, 1286).* The law recognizes four categories of 
forests: (a) forests belonging directly to the state; (b) forests 
attached to the administration of charitable institutions 
(valiouf) ; (c) forests for the use of towns and villages, or 
communal forests; and (d) woods and forests belonging to 
private individuals (courou). Leaving aside the question of 
permission to cut down trees from public forests, the owner- 
ship of such forests is in the state. It is clear, therefore, that 
forests of this kind in the newly acquired territories of Bul- 
garia and Greece were outside the scope of the Convention 
concerning Reciprocal Emigration. 

The third category of forests corresponds to the so-called 
‘abandoned' lands which are left to the common use of the 
inhabitants of villages and towns. It is not clear to whom the 
ownership of such forests belongs. The state is not allowed to 
transfer the possession to individuals, and the inhabitants of 
the village or town to whose use the forest has immemorially 
pertained may only out wood or otherwise get the benefits of 
the forest. Whenever, however, lumber or wood is cut from 
such forests for trading purposes by an inhabitant of the 
village, a tithe is due to the state. This points to the retention 
of the same mere ownership in such forests by the state as in 
all public (miri) lauds. 

Forests of the second category, dedicated to vakoufs, fol- 
low the condition of the lands. As we have said, only a few 
of the vakouf lands belonged in ownership to charitable insti- 
tutions, most of them remaining public lands, although the 
use and possession were transferred. 

This law does not deal with forests belonging to private 
persons, which are governed by the provisions of the land law 
referred to above. As we have seen, these forests may be of 
two kinds, those planted by a private person, which belong in 
ownership to such person (articles 26 and 26), and those grow- 
ing naturally on a land in the possession of a private person 

*See this law in a Givek tianslation in Nikolaidas, K.1 Sik«, iv, 
p. 3406; and in French, in George Toung, Corps de droit Ottoman (Oxford, 
1905-06), vi, pp. 3-11. 



184 THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

(article 30), or transferred by the state to the possession of 
such a person (article 3), on which the state retains a naked 
ownership, as on all public {miri) lands. 

§ 118. Forests or trees in pasture lands. A further com- 
plication arises in regard to forests or trees on pasture lands. 
Of pastures there are three categories: (1) Pasture lands in- 
cluded in the general category of the so-called 'dead’ lands 
{mavat) or to the category of res nullius (moubah), dealt 
with in articles 1234 ff. of the Ottoman Civil Code. Every 
person may have his cattle graze therein. 

(2) Communal pasture lands, used for the needs of villages 
and towns and distinguished into yailak or summer pasture 
and kychhk or winter pastures (article 97 of the land law). 
There exists also a kind of half-communal pastures, otlak, 
which may be used by the inhabitants of a village but were 
originally ‘dead’ lands (article 106). These cannot be sold or 
bought and their possession cannot be transferred by tapou. 

Lastly, (3) private pastures (wem or tchdir) which are in 
the possession of a private person and are in the mere owner- 
ship of the state like all public (?mn) lands (articles 24, 98 
and 99). These may be transferred and possession may be 
acquired by means of a tapou. They may also be yailak or 
kychlak. These pastures may include trees or forests planted 
by the possessor or growing naturally on the land. In this re- 
spect the provisions referred to above, on trees or forests 
growing on other lands in the possession of a person, prevail. 

'The law on this point is quite inexplicable. As we have 
already seen, the right of private persons on (miri) lands is a 
sui generis right. In name and appearance it is equivalent to 
a tenant’s right of possession. The relation corresponds to a 
feudal relation, with the difference, however, that the landlord 
here is the state itself. The possessor exercises all the deriva- 
tive rights or powers of ownership with the exception of the 
jus abutendi. He has more rights than under the emphyteusis 
or superficies of the Roman law. It is strange, therefore, that 
while all plants, fruits, and products of the land belong in 
ownership to the possessor of the tapou, the forests and trees 
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growing naturally on the land form an exception and belong 
in ownership to the state. 

§ 119. The irade of 1870 concerning forests. The unjust- 
ness of these provisions was corrected by an irade of January 
18, 1870 (Chcval 16, 1286), issued a few days after the pub- 
lication of the Law on Forests. The text of this irade has never 
been found. Yet the substance of its provisions has often been 
referred to in the collections of Ottoman laws, and the de- 
cisions of the Turkish courts since 1870 speak of the irade 
and consider it a law. Moreover, a general decree of 1879 (18 
Rebbi oul-evel, 1293) refers expressly to the iradi and con- 
firms it.® The trade abrogated aU the provisions of the land 
law which reserved the ownership of the state in trees or 
forests growing naturally on miri lands.® 

Tho Greek and Bulgarian members of the Mixed Commis- 
sion were in general agreement on this state of the Turkish 
law, with the exception of the case of trees and forests grow- 
ing naturally on private pastures. The Bulgarian member 
thought that tho latter under the land law are res nullius and 
not in the ownership of the state, and that, consequently, the 
iradi of 1870 did not affect their condition, since it dealt only 
with forests on which the state retained the ownership under 
the land law. The Greek member maintained that trees and 
forests in private pastures were in no way res nullius. The 
Bulgarian view seems wrong, in view of the provisions of the 
land law above referred to, and, especially, in view of the Law 
on Forests, which abolished the mouhah forests included, 
according to the land law, in the category of ‘dead’ lands or 
res nullius. The irade speaks of trees or forests growing natu- 
rally on miri lands. And article 24 of the land law says ex- 
pressly that yailak and kychlak pastures which are not left to 
the use of villages but are possessed by virtue of a tapou by 
private persons, “do not diffra* from fields,” which are miri 
lands. Thus, miri lands include private pastures as well as 

“Sea text of this Decree m Proo&a-Verbaox, xxxvii, 514th meet,, No- 
vember 1, 1929, annex 1, P. 19. 

^See, on this node, the Bulgarian and Greek statements on forests, 
Proofes-verbaux, ix, 176th meet., March 18, 1924, annexes 1 and 2, 
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fields. Moreover, the ministerial instructions of 1876 and a 
circular of September 8, 1911, of the Ministry of Agriculture 
explicitly provided that the trade of 1870 applied to possessors 
of private pastures. 

This last fact was admitted by the Bulgarian member of 
the Mixed Commission. It was objected, however, that the 
instructions and circular could not modify the law, and that 
they were due to political reasons, with a view of favoring 
rich Turks who were in possession of yailaks and kychlaks at 
the expense of the states which were about to acquire new 
territories in Bosnia and Herzegovina and in Bulgaria. Besides, 
the above instructions and circular required the fulfilment of 
certain conditions, such as payment of a fee, by those persons 
who desired to avail themselves of the iradi of 1870, and there 
was no evidence that possessors of yailaks and kychlaks in 
Bulgaria had fulfilled such conditions. It was replied, first 
that these ministerial instructions did not purport to change 
the law, and, secondly, that the fulfilment of the conditions of 
the instructions was a question of proof of ownership on a 
particular property, and had nothing to do with tho question 
of principle whether forests in kychlaks and yailaks were 
private property. 

§ 120. Law of Greece and Bulgaria. Such was, in general, 
the Turkish law on lands and forests until the time when the 
Turkish territories were acquired by Bulgaria and Greece. 
After the annexation of Macalonia and Thrace by Greece, the 
Turkish land law continued to be applicable in these prov- 
inces. So no difficulty arises in respect to Bulgarian property 
rights in forests in Thrace and Macedonia. 

The Turkish land law and the law on forests remained 
applicable in Bulgaria from the time of its independence to 
1904. But the so-called miri lands were considered to be in the 
ownership of their possessors whenever a hona fide possession 
during ten consecutive years could be shown. In 1904 two 
laws were promulgated in Bulgaria, a land law and a special 
law on forests of February 26, 1004 (IJkaze No. 29). 

The latter law in its first article, paragraph 5, provided 
that the yadlaka or summer pastures should become the prop- 
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crty of the state. They wore taken by eminent domain, their 
proprietors being indemnified for the pastures. It would seem, 
then, that this law recognized the right of the possessors in the 
pasture, as such, but not in the forest growing therein. Was 
this an arbitrary measure taken by the Bulgarian state, or was 
it a legislative interpretation of the Turkish law prevailing 
previously? The latter was asserted by the Bulgarian member 
of the Commission. In his view, no further question of inter- 
pretation of the irade of 1870 and of the instructions issued 
for its execution could arise. The law of forests of 1904 was 
applied in the new territories acquired by Bulgaria in 1912-13. 

§ 121, The position of the Greek and Bulgarian members 
of the Commission, Thus, in the Bulgarian view, the follow- 
ing trees and forests were private properties and could be 
liquidated by the Mixed Commission: 

1. Forests on miri lands possessed on the basis of tapou 
referring explicitly to forests (orman, courou, tchailililc), 

2. Trees of any kind planted with or without authoriza- 
tion of the govorument on min lands. 

3. Forests for which there existed a tapou referring to a 
field, whether they were planted or grew naturally on the field. 

4. Trees or forests which had grown naturally on meadows, 
but not forests which had grown on pastures, called yailak or 
kychlak. 

On pastures only rights of pasturage could be claimed. 

In the Greek view, to the above four categories of trees 
and forests a fifth one should be added: namely, all lands 
having the character of min including, therefore, private 
yailaks and kychlaks and aU forests which were planted or 
had grown naturally on private pastures, for which the pos- 
sessors possessed titles {tapou') or copies of titles, Turkish or 
Bulgarian, referring to 'mera and goTa,’ 'yailak and forest,' 
'kychlak and forest,’ and the like.'^ 

T See the exposition of the conflicting views in Proofes-Veibaux, ix, 176th 
meet., March 13, 1924, pp 1101 fl. and annexes 1 and 2. See also viii, 147th 
meet., August 10, 1923, pp. 959 fl. 

A law on forests passed by the agi-aiian government in Bulgaria on 
May 3, 1922, purported to expropriate all piivate forests on miri lands. But 
this law was passed after the coming into foioe of the Convention respecting 
Reciprocal Emigiatiou and was not taken in consideration even hy the Bul- 
garian member of the Commission. 
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§ 122. Decisions of the Mixed Commission. The Mixed 
Commission, taking into consideration the above statements 
of the views of the two countries concerned, adopted a deci- 
sion on April 2, 1924.® 'Ihe Sub-Commissions were authorized 
to proceed to the liquidation of forests on the following bases. 
They were to refer to the Commission all cases in which there 
was a presumption that they concerned trees or forests which 
had grown naturally on yailaks or kychlaks. In cases of titles 
concerning a yaUak and forest, when the Sub-Commissions 
found that the yailak was distinct from the forest, only the 
former would be referred to the Commission. In cases of Bul- 
garian titles referring to ‘gora and mera,’ 'gora and pasbichie’ 
or 'gora and pacha/ the Sub-Commissions should find out if 
these terms are a translation of the Turkish terms ‘yailak’ or 
‘kychlak’ by resorting to the original Turkish title. In all 
other cases the Sub-Commissions were to establish the prop- 
erty rights. 

The decision also provided that property rights in forests 
could be established by the means of evidence enumerated in 
article 48 of the Rules. By exception, however, the testimony 
of witnesses, as a general rule, was to be admittel only in the 
ease of forests of small area and when, in connection with 
other evidence, such testimony was necessary to establish the 
real facts. The Sub-Commissions were to recognize as private 
properties, among others, the following; 

(1) Forests on miri lands possessed by virtue of a tapov, 
referring to forest (orman, courou, tchalil), field, or garden. 

(2) Trees of any kind, grown with or without authoriza- 
tion on miri land. 

This decision of the Mixed Commission confirmed the 
points agreed on by the Bulgarian and Greek members and 
reserved only the controversial questions. 

With a view of speeding up the work of liquidation, it 
was decided in the fall of 1926 * that the Sub-Commissions, 
on their visits to the various villages, diould proceed to the 
liquidation of forests on the basis of the existing procedure, 

»Procfe&-Terbaint, ix, l79th meet, p. 1103. 

“ProofeB-Vaxbaux, xv, 290th meet, September 16, 1926, p. 1864. 
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Forests on yailaks and kychhxks were not to be excepted. 
Property rights therein could be established by the Sub-Com- 
missions, although special mention should be made of them 
in the proces-verbal, reserving the decision of principle to the 
Mixed Commission. Only on forests of large area the survey- 
ing and appraisal were to be left for a subsequent period. In 
the spi'ing of 1928 the Commission ordered the survey and 
measurement of large kychlaks on which the rights of prop- 
erty had already been established.^® 

§ 123. Proof of property in forests. The provisions con- 
cerning the evidence admissible for the purpose of establish- 
ing property rights in forests were somewhat indefinite. A dis- 
tinction was made between small and large forests. In respect 
to the latter, testimony of witnesses, the more fragile means 
of evidence, was excluded, but only as a general rule. This 
implied that such evidence could be admitted by the Sub- 
Commissions as an exception, even in the case of large forests, 
and whenever it was doomed satisfactory and convincing. In 
the case of small forests, the testimony of witnesses was 
always admissible when it was supported by other evidence, 
such as the production of certificates of payment of taxes. 

It appears that the rule in the case of large forests, espe- 
cially in Thrace, became an exception, and that the fine of 
demarcation between small and large forests was very uncer- 
tain and drawn at different pomts by the various Sub-Com- 
missions. With a view to remedying this situation, the 
Commission decided later that small forests should be 
deemed those the area of which did not exceed 100 decares 
for each proprietor or co-proprietor. The Commission took 
the view that ah cases of establishment of property rights in 
forests of a larger area would be reviewed by it. 

The admission of the testimony of witnesses for establish- 
ing property rights in forests ought to have been all the more 
strictly limited, in view of the fact that, according to the 
Turkish law, no ownership could be acquired in a forest with- 

10 Pi'ocfes-Voibaux, xxvii, 419th. meet., May 26, 1928, pp. 9ff. 

11 Proo^Yerbaux, xxii, 366th meet, September 22, 1927, pp. 12, 16. 

10 A decare is equivalent to 1000 square metres or 1196 square yards, or 
about one-fourth of an acre. 
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out the issuing of a title (tapou) by the Defter Hane, the 
Registry at Constantinople. No title by proscription could be 
acquired to forests under the Turkish law.^** It would seem, 
therefore, that, with the exception of small forests, where 
testimony of witnesses corroborated by other documentary 
evidence might be admitted, official titles of ownership 
(tapou) should always have been required of emigrants. 

The danger and abuse of testimonial evidence appeared 
clearly in the case of the forests of Gabrovo in Thrace, claimed 
by ten Bulgarian emigrants. These forests, containmg thou- 
sands of acres, were found by the Sub-Commission to be in 
the ownership of those emigrants on the sole basis of the 
testimony of witnesses, includmg the interested parties them- 
selves. The Greek representative on the Sub-Conunission, not 
expecting that the Sub-Conunission would take such a de- 
cision, was unable to obtain the contradictory testimony of 
other witnesses until after the decision was taken. A brother 
of an emigrant came himself to testify that he never knew 
his brother to possess any forests. The Mixed Commission, in 
reviewing the case,^^ saw immediately, notwithstanding the 
contrary opinion of the Bulgarian member, that it was im- 
possible to recognize property rights in forests of so large an 
area on the basis of mere testimonial evidence, which was not 
even uncontradicted. It decided to invite the emigrants to 
produce documentary evidence in corroboration of the testi- 
mony,^® and to request the Defter HanS of Constantinople to 
transmit to the Mixed Commission any copies of tapou issued 
to the ancestors of the emigrants. 

A confirmation of the tapou by the Defier Hane was also 
asked in the case of the forest of Begovitza in Bulgaria, al- 
though, besides the title, other documentary evidence was 
produced by the emigrant. The authenticity of the title was 
disputed by the Bulgarian member of the Sub-Commission. 

i»See Oiroular of the Muiistiy of Justice of Safer 28, 1304, in, Nicolaides, 
’OOoitiLnKoCKiSdtts, ii, p. 1063. 

i^PiocJs-Verbaux, xxn, 3Wd meet, Ootobei 8, 1027, n 4. 

The emigraiits jpreaented later a Turkish document, which lacked essen- 
teal parts, mch as si^tures or titles of the aulhoiity whi^ had issued it. 
The Commission decided that an authentication of the document was neces- 
sary. PmcJe-Vorbaux, xxviii, 423d meet., June 26, 1928, pp. 4fi. 
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A decision of the Sub-Coinmission to submit the authenticity 
of the tiLle to an expert was annulled by the Mixed Com- 
missiond® 

In the region of Fiorina in Macedonia the local Sub-Com- 
mission seems to have required evidence of official titles 
(tapou) for the establishment of property rights in forests, 
taking the view that testimonial evidence was not admissible 
in cases of public or miri lands. This was not wholly in con- 
formity with the Rules (article 48) and the decisions of the 
Commission. The Commission referred the cases to the Direc- 
tor of the Centre of Saloniki, with instructions for the re- 
examination of the rights according to a summary procedure, 
notwithstanding the protests of the Greek member 

In the case of forests of small size, that is, less than 100 
decares, or twenty-five acres, the testimony of witnesses was 
admitted, even when the corroborating documentary evidence 
was very slight. Thus, in the case of the forests of Golem- 
Dervent, in Thrace, a single receipt for payment of the tax 
onlak-vergassi (general tax on property), presented by one 
among a great many inhabitants of that village claiming 
ownership, was deemed sufficient corroborating evidence. In- 
deed, the essential evidence in the case was deemed to be the 
testimony of witnesses.^® 

§ 124. The question of forests in kychlaks and yailaks. 
After repeated postponements, the question of yailaks and 
kychlaks came up for final decision before the Mixed Com- 
mission in November, 1929. The Greek and Bulgarian mem- 
bers entered on November 7 their respective statements on 
this matter.^® The Greek statement, proceeding from the un- 

w Proofes-Verbaux, xxiii, 373d meet, October 13, 1927, pp. Iff. 

1’’ Proofes-Verbaux, xxx, 443d meet., October 6, 1928, pp. 3, 8. 

^sPiQofes-Verbaiix, xxx, 445th meet, October 16, 1928, pp. 4fiE. 

This vallaRe consisted ot a group of hamlets located m the midst of a 
miri forest, which, was rather an aiea ooveied with bu^es. The claims of 
the Bulgarian emigrants were suppoited also by the testimony of Turkish in- 
habitants of neighboring villages, and were contradicted by testimony of 
Greek peasants. The Gieek member of the Sub-Commission presented also 
a tax leeeipt for cutting wood in tho communal forest, which would seem to 
be located in the same place where the private forests were said to be. The 
neutral members of the Commission woro influenced by the small value of 
the disputed properties. 

m Proefes-Vorbaux, xxxvii, 614th meet., p. 2 and annexes 1 and 2. 
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disputed fact that the Turkish land law in article 3 classified 
explicitly yailaks and kychlaks under the general category of 
win lands, undertook to answer the question to whom the 
trees grown on yailaks and kychlaks belonged. Article 28 of 
the land law provided expressly that: 

"All trees . . . growing naturally on miri land follow the 
condition of the land. The product of the trees belongs to the 
possessor of the land. . . . However, the trees cannot be cut 
or taken off by the possessor or any one else. For every such 
tree cut or taken off the value of the tree is to be paid to the 
state.” 

This restriction upon the rights of the possessor of the 
land was abolished by the trade in 1870. Thus the unrestricted 
right in the trees was recognized in the possessor of yailaks 
and kychlaks, in whom, after the issue of the trade, the jus 
utendi, jus fruendi, and jus abutendi were united. Document- 
ary proof appended to the Greek statement tended to show 
that the law was so understood and applied by both the Turk- 
ish Empire and its successor, the Greek state. Annexed to the 
statement were also a mass of documents in support of the 
Greek interpretation, including a report of a Commission con- 
stituted by the Ministry of Agriculture and Public Domain 
of Bulgaria; extracts from writings of Turkish and Bulgarian 
legal writers; opinions of two professors of law of the Uni- 
versity of Constantinople; decisions of courts, etc.; aU agree- 
ing that forests on yailaks and kychlaks were in the unquali- 
fied ownership of the possessor of the land. 

The Bulgarian statement, proceeding from the facts that 
miri lands were in the mere ownership of the state, and that 
yailaks and kychlaks were miri lands concluded that the only 
rights of possessors of yailaks and kychlaks were to pasture 
and water cattle therein and to get the product of the trees. 
The irad6 of 1870, in the Bulgarian view, did not grant to pos- 
sessors of yailaks and kychlaks any further rights, except that 
of collecting the indemnity due from third persons felling 
trees, and that the other restrictions upon the right of the 
possessors of yailaks and kychlaks in the trees remained after 
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the irade of 1870. Hardly any authorities were cited in support 
of the Bulgarian interpretation, which seemed highly artificial. 

On December 9, 1929,®** the Bulgarian and Greek members 
stated once more their positions in the matter, and the neutral 
members announced that they had now formed their opinion 
in the matter in the light of the various documents submitted 
by the two national members. The Commission, then, decided, 
by the votes of the neutral and Greek members and over the 
protests of the Bulgarian member, (a) that all miri lands, 
including the yailahs and kychlaks, were considered private 
property for the purpose of their liquidation by the Mixed 
Commission, notwithstanding any laws in the two countries 
to the contrary; and (6) that the trees of all kinds (forests) 
grown naturally on min lands, and in particular in yailaks and 
kychlaks, were also to be considered private property, as 
above. 

J® PiQofeii-Vpibaux. xxwm, 32l6>(, moot, pp. 1-12 
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THE LAND SURVEYING 

§ 126. E3^abh^hmont of the anrveymg aervico. 

S 126. Original dutio.a of 6un'eyor.i. 

§ 127. Difficulties of work of surveying. 

§ 128. Surveying of each parrel of land abandoned. 

§ 129. Un&iuvcyed lands. 

§ 130. Tho surveying of forests. 

§ 125. Establishment of the surveying service. The Rules 
worked out by the Mixed Commission provided that, after 
presenting the evidence of his ownership in a parcel of real 
estate, the emigrant should also introduce evidence in regard 
to the price of the property. The Sub-Commission would 
thereupon proceed to the appraisal of the property on the 
basis of the data possessed by it or supplied by the emigrant. 
In practice, things did not prove so easy. The Sub-Commis- 
sions had to be limited to a purely judicial task, and the 
factors for the appraisal had to be found and supplied, 
through complicated and painstaking work, by various groups 
of experts. 

The first factor necessary for the appraisal of a rural 
property was the precise area and extent of such property, for 
instance, the number of acres of land owned by an emigrant, 
the number of trees or vines, and the like. As we have already 
said, in the territories newly acquired from Turkey by Greece 
and Bulgaria, there was no government survey of lands or 
cadastre, and no way existed for knowing beforehand the exact 
limits of each property. In the old provinces of Bulgaria the 
government survey of lands, established for fiscal purposes, 
afforded a convenient, though not always to be trusted, way 
of getting at the area of rural properties. The declarations of 
apjilioants could hardly be trusted, being very often inexact. 

It was necessary, therefore, to attach a surveying seiviee to 
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each Sub-Commission. This service was creaLed early in 1925, 
under a topographer of neutral nationality. The surveyors 
were all of neutral nationality, usually Russians, and worked 
in pairs. The number of pairs sent to each locality varied 
according to the importance of the work. 

§ 126. Original duties of surveyors. Even before the cre- 
ation of this service, the Commission had caused measures 
to be taken to preserve the existing boundaries of rural prop- 
erties of emigrants who had left their country of origin.^ The 
first land surveyors were sent to Thrace. Their work was to 
visit each village, in the order indicated by the central Sub- 
Commissions, and draw up a preliminary sketch of properties. 
Each parcel of land and property was to be numbered, the 
names of owners, ascertained from the notables of the village, 
were to be noted, and certain descriptive or identifying factors 
were to be entered.® A land survey of each village was drawn 
up and extracts from the survey were made for each individual 
file. When the Sub-Commissions had established the property 
rights of applicants, they were supplied with these extracts 
from the survey, which were necessary for the appraisal. 

In the old territory of Bulgaria no land surveying took 
place. The Sub-Commissions based their decisions on the areas 
given in the government fiscal survey of lands of 1911. In the 
new territory of Bulgaria, acquired after 1912, land surveying 
has been necessary. Data for the constitution of a registry of 
lands for this territory were collected in 1922 but were still 
incomplete.® 

The work of surveying followed the establishment of the 
property rights on properties declared by emigrants in their 
applications for liquidation. The applicants themselves or the 
delegations representing the emigrating population were sup- 
posed to give to the surveyors the necessary indications for 
the surveying of individual properties. 

§ 127. Difficulties of work of surveying. In the previous 
three chapters the difficulties met in the proof of ownership 
have been indicated. The work of surve3n,ng met with BtUl 

>■ Prooes-Verbaux, xi, 202d meet., October 20, 1024, p. 1267. 

sProofea-Verbaux, xi, 222d. meet., Pobmaiy 3, 1925, p. 1373. 

®Proo5s-Verbaux, xvi, 294th meet., October 21, 1W6, p. 1897. 
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greater difficulties. It should be recalled that many applicants 
had left their place of origin before the war and as far back as 
1900. Some of the villages of such emigrants were destroyed 
during the war or were entirely deserted. The boundaries of 
individual properties in such villages had often disappeared. 
Kilkish, Achtopol, Anchialo, Silchanli, etc., are some of these 
villages and towns. On the other hand, property in South- 
eastern Europe is parcelled out to an extreme degree. One 
does not own a single large parcel of land, but several small 
patches of land of various categories, separated from each 
other by property belonging to others. After an absence of 
many years, one could not identify such little bits of land, 
except with the help of all the inhabitants of the villages con- 
cerned. Lastly, applicants resident in cities or towns and own- 
ing rural properties were not able to point out the exact 
boundaries of such properties. 

Under these conditions, the opinion of the Greek member 
of the Mixed Coimnission, that a specific survey of each parcel 
should be made and that no parcel not so surveyed should be 
recognized, although theoretically sound, was impossible of 
application under the existing conditions. It would require the 
indication of boundaries on the spot by the applicant himself, 
and at least the evidence of witnesses for eadi specific parcel. 
As a matter of fact, most of the establishment of property 
rights and the surveying of land was made on the basis of the 
testimony of delegations. This procedure was inherently in- 
adequate. An illustration of the grave errors and abuses to 
which it gave rise is afforded by the results in the village of 
Sitchanli in Thrace.* 

This village was predominantly Bulgarian. There were 
450 persons who had appHed for the liquidation of their prop- 
erties, These persons had already emigrated from Thrace, and 
for the establishment of their rights a numerous delegation 
appeared on the day the Sub-Commission visited the village. 
Most of the property rights claimed by the applicants were 
^tabhished on the basis of the testimony of these delegates. 
Then the land surveying was to be made. As the Bulgarian 

♦ Proces-Vorbaux, sxvii, 41Sth meet.. May 9, 1928, p. 6. 
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lands formed blocks, the surveying was made jointly for each 
block or ‘island’ of the soil. A map of the village was drawn 
up, and the surveyors partitioned the properties in each block, 
in consultation with the same delegation which had testified 
to the existence of the rights, and taking into consideration 
the declared areas. 

For certain blocks this partition of properties on the map 
did not cause any difficulties. For other blocks of lands, how- 
ever, the delegates modified the statements made before the 
Sub-Commission at the establishment of the rights; they pre- 
tended to know nothing of many applicants; and they de- 
clared that such applicants possessed no properties in those 
blocks of lands. Consequently, the surveyors divided the lands 
of these blocks among a number of applicants much smaller 
than was called for by the ^tablishment of rights. It fol- 
lowed that applicants whose declarations called for an average 
of 10 decares received on the survey 60 decares. The sur- 
veyors also drew up a list of ‘unknown’ properties, that is, of 
properties to which the rights had been established but for 
which no land could be found. This list was submitted to the 
Sub-Commission, which revised its first decisions and rejected 
the rghts of applicants for whom no land was found. 

What had happened? Simply that the delegates found an 
opportunity to give to themselves and to their relatives land 
which belonged to absent applicants. At the time they testi- 
fied to the existence of the rights, they were unaware of the 
mode of distributing the land and told the truth. In the case 
of this village the abuse was so apparent that a revision was 
undertaken, but it is a fair inference that in a great many 
cases grave injustices and arbitrary solutions took place. 

§ 128. Surveying of each parcel of land abandoned. Iii 
view of the above- enumerated difficulties, the original plan of 
surveying each parcel of land declared by an emigrant had to 
be given up in several cases. A contributing consideration was 
that of saving the enormous amount of time which would 
have been required for individual surveys. 

Thus, in villages of a mixed population, the Bulgarian 
groups of lands were separated from other lands, and in gen- 
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eral no parcel surveying was made of such groups of lands. 
In the case of homogeneous Bulgarian villages, whose entire 
population had filed declarations of emigration and applica- 
tions for liquidation, the surveyors contented themselves with 
determining the boundaries of the village and the boundaries 
between private and communal properties.® 

As the work of land surveying did not progress fast enough, 
although many teams of surveyors were engaged in the work, 
the system of detailed surveying of each parcel of land was 
discarded, in the spring of 1927/ in the case of certain remote 
villages, situated among the mountains, where the value of 
lands was relatively very low, and where the boundaries had 
completely vanished, their old inhabitants having emigrated 
many years before. 

The system of detailed land surveying was also forsaken 
in eases when, by reason of the absence of proprietors or of 
their delegations, the surveyors were unable to determine the 
boundaries of the properties.’ The Sub-Commissions accepted 
in such cases an approximate area calculated in conformity 
with the data possessed by them. 

Later, the Directors of the three Centres (Sofia, Salonlki, 
Comotini) were authorized to allow the abandonment of the 
general rule of land surveying of each parcel by the Chief of 
the Service of Land Surveying and the adoption of simplified 
methods, whenever they should appear necessary, either by 
reason of the local conditions, or to make it possible to 
terminate the work of land surveying by September, 1927,® 
The most typical cases in which simplified methods were ap- 
plied were the following: ® 

(1) Cases where the Sub-Commission by the existence of 
titles or contradictory testimonies was able to form a fair 
opinion as to the validity of the claims of the applicant in 
respect to quality as well as to quantity. The approximate 
area of such lands was not subject to doubt.’® 

» Proc&9-yerba.ux, xii, 232d meet, Jxily 2, 1926, p. 1446. 

•Proolft-Verbaux, xviii, 386th meet, April 16, 1927, p. 7, 

lbid„ p. 5. 

*Prooei-Verbavs; xviii, 339th meet., May 16, 1927, p. 6. 
annex 1. 

for instance, the case of the right of Koutzoglou to one-t^lfth 
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(2) Cases of parcels of land whose boundaries were lost, 
or which could not be measured by reason of the absence or 
the departure of the delegations. 

(3) Cases of villages where about 60% of the parcels were 
already measured individually. In these cases, an ocular in- 
spection or rough estimates might afford sufiScicntly precise 
results. 

In all such oases, the Chief of the Service of Land Survey- 
ing supplied to the Sub-Commission a sketch giving the rela- 
tive situation of the parcel. In villages where no land survey- 
ing had been done in the past, one-third of the parcels were 
measured. Simplified methods of surve 5 dng were also applied 
to large estates.’-^ 

§ 129. Unsurveyed lands. What was to be done with prop- 
erties ownership of which was proved, but which could not be 
measured, or whoso boundaries were unknown? As stated 
above, the inability of surveyors to locate or measure such 
lands did not always mean that the properties did not exist. 

Whenever the ownership of some land was proved, the 
Commission, in a generous spirit, often recognized and ap- 
praised such properties, although they were of unknown 
boundaries and not measured.^® The area in such a case was 
calculated on the basis of the average area of properties recog- 
nized previously and surveyed in the same village. An out- 
standing case in which the Commission had much difficulty to 
determine the proportion of lands covered by the expression 
of the land surveyors, “the delegates do not know the bomid- 
aries,” was that of Greek lands in Melnik, Bulgaria.^® 

In other cases the Sub-Commissions recognized a category 
of lands termed biem a ajouter, representing parcels not de- 
clared by the emigrants, presumably by omission, and of 
which indications were furnished to land surveyors by dele- 
gates of emigrants, with the assistance of local witnesses.^* 

of a property (tohifhk) the area of which was given, in a title. Proo6s-Ver- 
baux, xxvii, 420th moot., P; 19, xxvm, 421st meet., p. 16. 

Proofes-Vorbaux, xxvni, 426th meet, p. 4. 

12 Procea-Verbaux, xvii, S2lBt meet,, p. 2146; xxiii, 375th meet., Ootobar 21, 
1927, p. 6. 

IS Procfes-Veibaux, xxviii, 426th meet, pp. 13 ff. 

i^Procfes-Verbaux, xxvi, 410Ui meet., pp. 9fE, 16 £f.; 413th meet., pp. 2S.; 
422d meet., p. 27. 
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In cases where lands were declared and were reported by 
the surveyors as 'unknown/ it was found that such lands 
included lands declared by other persons and measured; lands 
really non-existent; lands which had vanished by reason of 
floods and inundations; and lands which were not measured 
because the surveyors omitted them or could not locate them 
easily, but which probably existed. Lands of the class last 
named were recognized to the extent of three-fourths of the 
declared area. 

§ 130. The surveying of forests. The surveying and meas- 
uring of the area of forests was a difficult and expensive prob- 
lem. In the case of a large forest, that of Ravadin-Alepou 
near Sozopol in Bulgaria, it was decided that the expenses 
wore to be distributed equally between the interested parties 
and the Commission.’^® Later it was resolved that such ex- 
penses were to be borne by the Commission alone, which seems 
more just.^® , 

Expert foresters were appointed for the purpose of survey- 
ing forests under liquidation. The total area of forests only 
was measured; but the foresters eventually determined the 
approximate areas of the various kinds of trees, counted the 
trees, and measured their sizes.^^ 


I'Proces-Verbaux, xii, 229th meet., May 15, 1926, p. 1420. 

, wProoes-Verbaux, xiv, 264th meet., June 15, 1926, p, 1706. The Commis- 
Mon aecided to extend this decision, to the case of the forest of Eavadin- 
Alepoii. Ibid., XVI, 300th meet,, November 11, 1926. 
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THE WORK OP APPRAISAL 

§ 131. Real value of properly as basis of appraisal. 

§ 132. Inadequacy of provisions of the Rules. 

§ 133. Appraisal by experts. 

§ 134. Appeals against decisions of appraisal. 

§ 135. Decisions by the Mixed Commission on appeals. 

§ 136. Scope of arbitrariness of decisions. 

i 137. Reappraisal of oxpropiiatod properties. 

S 138. General estimate of the work of appraisal. 

§ 131. Real value o£ property as basis of appraisal. After 
the work of establishment of property rights of emigrants and 
the land surveying, the third stage in the liquidation of real 
property by the Mixed Commission was the appraisal of such 
property. This has been the most arduous and difficult task. 
The Commission in one of its earliest meetings ’ decided that 
the basis of appraisal of emigrants’ properties "shall be their 
real value at the time of liquidation.” This rule was also in- 
serted in the Rules (article 18), with the qualification that 
the real value "in the state in which the properties shall be 
found” at the time of liquidation will be taken into con- 
sideration. 

The finding of such ‘real value’ was a very difficult prob- 
lem. In cases of sporadic or partial emigration from certain 
villages or towns, when the properties of emigrants were 
located in the midst of similar properties belonging to non- 
emigrants, it was comparatively easy to find a basis for the 
real value of properties under liquidation. Different was the 
case of localities where the whole or the greater part of the 
inhabitants had emigrated. A great number of villages and 
towns near the boundary line, especially in the regions of 
Melnik in Bulgaria and Eulkitsh in Macedonia were almost 
entirely deserted by their inhabitants several years before the 

iProcfes-Va'baux, i, 16th meet., January 11, 1921, p. 69. 
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Convention respecting Reciprocal Emigration came into effect. 
Their inhabitants were Greeks or Bulgarians who had emi- 
grated to the country to which they were racially akin, or 
Turks compelled to leave Macedonia in accordance with the 
Greco-Turkish Convention of 1923 for the exchange of popu- 
lations. Many of these villages were still unoccupied at the 
time the work of liquidation began, either because the local- 
ity was ravaged by malaria or because the houses had been 
destroyed and the lands rendered unfit for cultivation. In 
some villages only burnt walls of houses remained. In others 
the lands wore now full of stones or overgrown by bushes, or 
their soil had been carried away by floods. What was the ‘real 
value’ of properties in such unreoonstituted viDages at the 
time of liquidation? In other cases the Greek refugees from 
Asia Minor or the Bulgarian refugees from Macedonia and 
Thrace were established in deserted villages as new occupants. 
The old houses were rebuilt, new structures were erected on 
the ruins of old buildings, the deserted and uncultivated lands 
were made to return an increase through the labors and ex- 
penditure of the new occupants. What was the real value to 
the old emigrants of such properties? 

To these causes new difficulties were added by the wilful 
and seemingly purposeless destruction of emigrants’ properties 
by the immigrants. Thus the Mixed Commission, on the 
ground of a declaration of the Greek member, instructed the 
Sub-Commistions to visit the vines left by Greek emigrants 
in the region of Burgas in Bulgaria and to consider their state 
with a view to their subsequent appraisal, as these vines were 
being destroyed by the Bulgarian immigrants.^ 

§ 132. Inadequacy of provisions of the Rules. In view of 
the above conditions, the provisions of the Rules conoeming 
the appraisal of emigrants’ properties were very inadequate. 
The Sub-Commissions were to work out a plan for their visits 
in the various localiti^ to establish rights and appraise prop- 
erties. They were to hear the evidence of the emigrants or 
_ their representatives and witnesses as to whether the price 
claimed by them was based on prices obtained in recent years 

“SiOoWartaua, xii, aSQth meet., August 11th, 1925, p, 1499. 
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for similar proporlios. Tlipy were to proceed to the appraisal 
of the proi)orlioR on Ihc basis of data possessed by them, or 
supplied by (he emigrant and by the communal representa- 
tive, or by an agent charged with collecting information.® 

At an early date the inadequacy of these provisions be- 
came manifest. The Connnission decided that the Sub-Com- 
missions should devote an important part of their time to the 
work of appraisal to be made in regions of different characters. 
They should take note of the items which might aid in the 
appraisal and make a comparative study.'* A little later more 
elaborate and discriminating rules for appraisal were adopted 
by the Mixed Commission.® For purposes of appraisal, the 
Sub-Commissions were to divide the properties under liquida- 
tion into three categories : 

(1) Properties whoso prices were not influenced by the 
former, present, or probable ^aigration of the Greek, Bul- 
garian, or Turkish minority. 

(2) Properties situated in localities where partial emigra- 
tions or the prospect of a future emigration had lowered the 
market value of real estate. 

(3) Properties situated in localities where an important 
emigration in the past had disorganized or suspended the 
market for real estate. 

For the appraisal of properties of the first category, the 
Sub-Commissions were to seek the current market price by 
comparing the properties under liquidation with similar prop- 
erties recently sold, or by resorting to expert advice, or by 
using any other source of information at their disposal. For 
the appraisal of properties of the second category, the Sub- 
Commissions were to determine the real value by comparing 
such properties, directly or indirectly, with similar properties 
situated in similar regions, preferably in the neighborhood, 
where emigration had not influenced the market prices. The 
indirect comparison might be used by finding the possible in- 
come of the property under liquidation, taking into account 
the productivity of the soil and 'the general conditions of the 


« Rules, articles 41, 49, and 61. 

^Proofes-'Verbaux, vm, 149th meet, August 30, 1923, p. 9^. 

® Piocbs-'Verhaux, viii, lOTth meet., January 16, 1924, p. 1057. 
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market, and the ratio of capitalized value to income of prop- 
erties in neighboring regions. Then by comparing tho real 
value of the properties under liquidation, found by the above 
methods, with their actual lower price on the market, a local 
coefBcieut was to be determined, which might be applied to 
the local price of all other properties of the same locality. 

For the appraisal of properties in localities where an im- 
portant emigration in the past had disorganized or suspended 
the market for real property, the methods of appraisal appro- 
priate to properties of the second category were to be applied. 
In order, however, to secure uniformity of application, the 
appraisals were to have a provisional character until the 
Mixed Commission could study them and compare them with 
each other. 

An interesting case of this sort, illustrative of many similar 
cases, is that of the town of Achtopol. This town was until 
1900 a prosperous maritime Greek community on the coast 
of the Black Sea. At that time its population was driven out 
in consequence of the anti-Greek movement in Bu^aria. 
Following this compulsory emigration, the town was deserted 
and ruined. The native Bulgarians and the Bulgarian refugees 
were alike disinchned to the life of fishermen. The Mixed 
Commission thought, rightly, that but for the emigration 
Achtopol would have retained its former importance, and that 
although the Bulgarian refugees newly established therein, 
who came from the Macedonian mountains, had no inclina- 
tion to the fishing industry, the new generation, born on the 
sea-coast, would learn to avail itself of the lucrative mari- 
time opportunities of the place. Consequently, the abandon- 
ment of Achtopol was not deemed to be a factor in the depre- 
ciation of the properties left by the emigrants.® 

The appraisal was to be made in the money currently used 
for the purchase of lauds and immovables in tlie region where 
the property in question was situated. But, as will be seen, 
immediately after the decision of final liquidation of the 
Mixed Commission the appraisal price of each property was 
to be converted into an obligation in dollars, according to the 

« Procfes-Verbftvx, xsvii, 4l7th meet., May 19, 1928, pp. 6 fE. 
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Plan of Payment. This was, indeed, necessary, in view of the 
unstable monetary situation in Greece and Bulgaria between 
1921 and 1927. 

§ 133. Appraisal by experts. When the first liquidation 
cases came before the Mixed Commission early in 1925, it 
was seen that the correlation between the prices arrived at 
by Sub-Commissions in different regions was unsatisfactory. 
Two remedies were proposed; the revision of the prices by 
the Mixed Commission in consultation with the Presidents 
of the Sub-Commissions; and fresh appraisals by a staff of 
experts. 

The Bulgarian member of the Commission was of the 
opinion that appraisals could not and should not be made by 
the Sub-Commissions, but by experts. In this view the Greek 
member concurred, against the opinion of the President of the 
Commission that this procedure would occasion great delay m 
the work. The members representing the two countries in- 
sisted on applying strictly the letter of the Convention for 
detailed individual liquidations. Appraisal by special experts 
instead of summary valuations by Sub-Commissions doubtless 
would and did cause slowness in the work of liquidation, but 
at least it promised a like treatment for the two countries. 

A first staff of agronomists {iquipe d’SvaluaLion) was 
created on January 17, 1926, It was to form an independent 
agency and was to submit its expert findings to the Sub- 
Commissions as well as to the Mixed Commission. The 
appraisals made by it were only findings, which the Sub-Com- 
missions were not compelled to accept.’^ This mode of ap- 
praisal did laot give entire satisfaction. It was thought that the 
best way of correlating the appraisals in the two countries 
and in the different regions of each country would bo to deter- 
mine the bases for finding tJie actual value of different kinds 
of property. 

Eeal property was then distinguished 'into agricultural 
lands and buildings or building lands. It was decided that for 
land appraisals the productivity of the soil was to be assessed 
and capitalized at a certain rate and at the current market 

1 Proofes-Verbaux, xi, 256tb meet., February 19, 1926, p. 1390. 
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price for the product. For buildings, such factors as the cost of 
construction at current prices of materials, labor, and trans- 
portation expenses were to be assessed and a coefficient for 
age and wear and tear should be deducted. For the appraisal 
of building lands a scale based on population and situation 
was to be fixed. 

On these bases, the establishment of a tariff of prices of 
lands was decided upon on July 22, 1925. This is considered in 
the next chapter. The application of this tariff, which was 
finally adopted February 26, 1926, to properties under liqui- 
dation was made by the staffs of agronomists. Their decisions 
were no longer merely expert findings for the Sub-Commis- 
sions and could be modified only by the Mixed Commission.® 
However, the Sub-Commissions were authorized, whenever 
they should unanimously consider themselves in a position 
to do so, to proceed by themselves to the application of the 
tariff.® 

Buildings and building lands did not lend themselves to 
the mechanical application of a tariff of prices. Appraisal was 
based to a certain degree on individual factors and on local 
conditions. Expert architects were used for assessing values, 
but they worked on different lines in Macedonia, Thrace, and 
Bulgaria. An analytical method was employed in Macedonia.^® 
A general tariff of basic prices of materials, labor, and trans- 
portation expenses was adopted. This, however, served only 
as a guide to architects to insure a degree of uniformity in 
the appraisal. They also established a special tariff of local 
prices for each village. Their appraisals were only expert find- 
ing for the Sub-Commissions, which alone cotdd take deci- 
sions, subject to appeal and modification by the Mixed Com- 
mission. 

In Thrace the general tariff of prices for buildings served 
also as a guide to the expert architects. The architects, a 
Greek and a Bulgarian, worked together. In agreement they 
could decide upon the appraisal, but their decision was sub- 
ject to appeal. 

®Proofes*Verbaux, xr, 272d meet., July 23. 1926, p. 1766. 

« proots-Verbaux, xiv, 262d meet.. May 29, p. 1689. 

’•“Piroets-Verbaux, xii, 242d meet., October 9, 1926, p. 1633. 
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111 Bulgaria the appraisal of buildings and building lands 
was made by a single architect, according to methods adopted 
by himself. An effort was made subsequently, as will be seen, 
to establish a uniformity of appraisal between Bulgaria and 
Greece,^^ although from the difference of procedure unity of 
method was not possible.^** 

Special methods were used for the appraisal of mills, salt 
works, etc., which are dealt with below.^® Forests were ap- 
praised by a single neutral expert forester, M. Jaccard, until 
April 30, 1927. An appeal against his appraisals could be 
taken by the members of the Reporting Committee within 
fifteen days from notification by the President of that Com- 
mittee. At the insistence of the Greek and Bulgarian members, 
a staff of foresters was created on the above date, and the 
taking of decisions and appeals therefrom thenceforth fol- 
lowed the rules governing the staffs of agronomists.^* 

The staffs visited each village and appraised on the spot 
the properties under liquidation. This rule was discarded in 
the case of villages of which the approximate entire value, in 
the opinion of the President of the competent Sub-Commis- 
sion, did not exceed 500,000 drachmas or 900,000 leva. The 
appraisal in such cases was made in the light of the value of 
neighboring villages, and according to the method considered 
most adequate by the President of the staff,^® 

§ 134. Appeals against decisions of appraisal. The deci- 
sion of appraisal talcen by the Sub-Commission or the staff of 
agronomists was communicated to the interested parties or 
their representatives, at the place where it was taken, if the 
latter were present, or by registered mail if they were absent. 
Within a period of thirty days from the receipt of such com- 
munication the interested parties or third persons might file 
their 'objections,’ which were transmitted to the Commission.^® 

^^Proces-Verbaux, xii, 240th meet™ October 3, 102S, p. 1605. 

On all this tee mjra, Chapter XII. 

^Seo mfia, pp. 244 ff. 

wProofea-Veibaux, xviii, 333d meet, April 4, 1927, p, 2308 
Proofes-Vcibaux, xvn, SSlst meet., March 30, 1927, p. 2230; see also 
xxiii, 373d meet, October 13, 1927, pp. 16, 17. , , „ 

i»gee Buies, articles 67, 68, as amended by the decision of the ComuuB- 
mon on June 30, 1925. Proofes-Veibaux, xii, 231st meet., p. 1442. 
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The new procedure adopted December 23, 1925, by reason 
of the fact that all emigrants had left the country of emigra- 
tion and that the constitution of delegations presented great 
difficulties, was applied to the establishment of property rights 
as well as to the appraisal.^’ 

Objections also could be filed by the members of the Sub- 
Commissions representing the two countries within a period 
which was successively reduced from thirty to fifteen and 
eight daysd® At the expiration of this period, the files were 
transmitted to the Director of the Centre. To him also were 
transmitted the objections of the interested parties. On their 
receipt, the Director of the Centre held the objections at the 
disposal of the representatives at the Centre of the two coun- 
tries. The latter were authorized by the Commission, in the 
case of files of a value of less than 75,000 drachmas or 125,000 
leva, to see whether the objection could not form the subject 
of an amicable agreement, or whether it was necessary to take 
an appeal. In the latter case, the appeal was presented to the 
Director within a month from the notification to the repre- 
sentatives of the receipt of the objections. If the appeal was of 
a technical nature, or against the appraisals, it was examined 
by the competent neutral expert of the Mixed Commission, 
who visited each Centre once a month. If it concerned a ques- 
tion of principle, it was sent by the Director to the Mixed 
Commission. In the latter case, if it were deemed necessary, 
all further procedure relative to appraisals was suspended by 
the Director until the Commission should decide on the 
appeal.^® 

The neutral exports of the Mixed Commission inquired 
whether the tariff of lands and the local tariff of buildings 
were rightly applied, and in case they thought proper that 

M Pi-oeea-Verbaux, viii, 2Slst meet^ December 23, 1926. For this proeedme 
see S 94, supra. ^ 

» 8 Proems- Verbaux, xii, 231at meet., June 30, 1025, p. 1442; xviii, 333d 
meet., April 4, 1927, p. 2307; xidii, 375th meet., October 21, 1927, p. 6. 

i»Prooes-Verbttux, xv, 278th meet., August 10, 1926, pp. 1783 IF. 

An appeal against a decision of a staff of agronomists could only be taken 
on a fact which was brought to the attention of the President of the staff 
in writing in the place wheie_ the appiaisal was made. 

Aa appeal against a decision of a Sub-Commission for the appraisal of 
buildmgs could only be taken against the local tariff of a village. Frrors or 
omisaons in individual files could not form the subject of an appeal. 



209 


THE WORK OP APPRATSAIj 

the prices should bo modified, they proposed the corrections 
to be made. They passed on the appeals in regard to the 
general classification of the village, the classification of its 
lands, the coefiicionts of increase or reduction, etc. Sometimes 
they gave no reasons for their proposals; sometimes they 
referred to the reasons stated by the neutral presidents of the 
agencies of appraisal; in certain cases they gave a short state- 
ment of their grounds.®® The prices proposed by the experts 
were applied at the Centres without waiting for the decisions 
of the Mixed Commission. The Reporting Committee of the 
Mixed Commission, on receiving the files from the Centres, 
made its report to the Mixed Commission, which decided 
ultimately on the appeal.®^ 

§ 135. Decisions by the Mixed Commission on appeals. 
The Mixed Commission, as a rule, did not pass on questions 
of appraisal of individual properties. The individual files of 
each village, when compiled and verified by the service of 
auditors, were submitted together to the Commission and its 
reporting Committee. The points debated at the Commission 
concerned the application of the tariff of lands in general, 
including classification, increases for special cultures, reduc- 
tions for remoteness and malaria, etc., and the correctness of 
the local tariff of buildings. 

The work of the Mixed Commission was too difficult in 
this respect. There were altogether too many appeals made by 
the members of the agencies of appraisal. An extract from a 
report of the neutral expert of the Mixed Commission, Mr. 
Fluck, is worth quoting: 

It is very suri^rising to note that the agronomists take so many 
appeals. . . These are appeals taken from both sides against the 
zones. . . . The Greek agronomist classifies them as third-class 
lands, the Bulgarian as first-class, and the President of the staff 
as second-class. In most of the cases the agronomists have in their 
mind only one quality of zones and forget that this is influenced 
by a great number of factors, such as the quality of the lands, the 

See, for inatanoe, reports of the neutral experts m Proofes-V erbaux, xix, 
346th meet., June 9, 1927, annexes li, iii, v, and vi. 

*iProcfes-Veibaux, 273d meet., July 24, 1926, p. 1768; xviii, 338d meet., 
April 4, 1027, p. 2307. 
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distance from the village, the conditions as to moisture, the eleva- 
tion, the exposure to the sun, the case of access, the fitness of the 
soil for special cultures, etc. By appealing against the appraisal 
of all the zones that the President classifies otherwise than he, the 
dissenting agronomist practically nullifies the work of the staff 
and delays the work needlessly. It is possible that the President 
may err once or several times, but he cannot err in all the cases 
that he decides against the view of the agronomist.®^ 

Furthermore, the Greek and Bulgarian members took up 
all these appeals at the meeting of the Reporting Committee 
and of the Commission. They read very long notes, sometimes 
appallingly long, in support of their respective positions. It 
is not to be wondered at that the neutral members of the 
Commission accepted the recommendations of the neutral 
experts, who, having visited the villages, were in a position 
to pass an intelligent judgment on the conflicting views of 
the Greek and Bulgarian members, 

§ 136. Scope of arbitrariness of decisions. The decisions 
of the Commission were not always free from arbitrariness. 
The tariff of prices had left sufficient discretion in its applica- 
tion. An illustration is offered by the case of the village of 
Calapodi in Greek Macedonia. This village at the time of the 
Balkan Wars had a population of 2500 inhabitants and num- 
bered more than 500 houses. It was built on a mountain, part 
of its lands being on the mountain slopes and part on the out- 
let to the large valley of Drama, which is famous for the culti- 
vation of a superior quality of tobacco, Basma, During the 
World War this village was almost completely destroyed and 
was abandoned. A small number of Greek refugees from the 
Black Sea were settled there and were cultivating tobacco on 
the lands of the valley. The Greek refugees, in general, could 
not be persuaded to settle in this mountainous region, the 
lands being of very poor quality. Under these conditions the 
neutral President of the staff of agronomists decided that the 
village should be classified as a iDad village’ and that the small 
proportion of land planted with tobacco could not justify its 
beii^ classified as an ‘average village.’ The neutral member 

wPracSs-Verbaux, ioev, 399tih meet., February II, 1928, p, 6, 
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of the Coininission, Colonel Corfc, thought that Calapodi had 
not lost the economic possibiliiies which had formerly given it 
importance. And, since the tobacco lands of a neighboring 
village were classified as outside the tariff {hors hareme) be- 
cause of their great value for the cultivation of tobacco, the 
President proposed to increase the prices of all the land prop- 
erties of Calapodi by 20%, which would, in effect, amount to 
classifying it as an 'average village.’ The Commission decided 
to that effect over the protests of the Greek member.®® This 
decision was taken against the view of the neutral President 
of the staff and of the neutral expert of the Commission. It 
was certainly not a liquidation of the “real value at the time 
of liquidation.” It was based on the value of neighboring 
villages and on future prospects. 

§ 137. Reappraisal of expropriated properties. Special de- 
cisions were taken by the Mixed Commission in respect to 
properties expropriated, after October 4, 1918, by the Greek or 
Bulgarian state for public works or for reasons of public or 
social utility. The Rules already provided (article 18) that 
such properties would be appraised on the basis of their con- 
dition at the time the expropriation was made, and not at the 
date of liquidation as in the case of other properties. This 
implied that tho Commission would reappraise such properties 
for the purposes of liquidation under the Convention. In the 
case of properties of persons who had already emigrated be- 
fore the coming into effect of the Convention, it was expressly 
provided by the Rules that, on the application of the inter- 
ested parties, such properties could be appraised by the Mixed 
Commission on the basis of their previous condition and their 
value at the time of the new appraisal. In such case, the price 
already paid was deducted from the price resulting from the 
liquidation by the Mixed Commission. 

These provisions were not considered entirely adequate 
for the protection of emigrants, whose properties, especially 
after the influx into Greece of refugees driven from Asia 
Minor, had often been expropriated for the settlement of 
refugees. The emigrants feared that the expropriation was to 
Prooes-Verbaux, xxviii, 425th meet., June 30, 1928, pp. 9ff. 
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put an end to their rights, and were unwilling fco emigrate 
before their property was Hquidated by the Mixed Commis- 
sion. The Commission accordingly adopted the following de- 
cision.®* 

In case the prospective emigrant deposited a declaration 
of emigration before the expropriation of his property, such 
declaration could not prevent the government from taking 
possession of such property before payment to him, but the 
rights of the government by virtue of the general laws were 
subject to the following restrictions: The expropriated prop- 
erty could not be appraised and paid for unless the owner con- 
sented thereto or revoked his declaration of emigration; the 
Mixed Commission proceeded to the liquidation of and pay- 
ment for such property according to its own methods. The 
same was true in case the prospective emigrant, before the 
decision of expropriation of his property became final, de- 
posited his declaration of emigration and an application for 
liquidation of his property, or a revocable declaration of 
emigration, by which he reserved his rights under the Con- 
vention and which he might revoke within two months from 
the date of deposit. 

This decision became effective May 5, 1923, but it was 
applied retroactively to all expropriations made from Decem- 
ber 18, 1920, to that date, in case the emigrant filed a declara- 
tion of emigration before October 15, 1923, and had made 
objections before the expropriating authority or taken steps 
before the Mixed Commission with the view to reserving for 
himself the benefits of the Convention. 

A later decision of the Commission extended the benefits 
of the Convention to certain properties expropriated before 
October 4, 1920. Urban properties of emigrants expropriated 
before the above date, and for which the interested parties 
were not yet paid at the moment a decision of the competent 
Sub-Commission was taken, were appraised by the Mixed 
Commission.®® Thk decision was not contrary to the provi- 

**Procfes-Verbaiix, vii, 140th meet, April 18, 1923, p. 907. 

s« Ptoofes-Verbaux, xvi, 304th meet., December 3, 1926, p, 2016. 
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sioiis of jiriiclo IK, pai’iigraph 3, of the Rules, which brought 
under the scope of Ihc Cloiiveutioii only expropriations made 
after October 4, 1920. For the Commission considered that 
since no payment was made to the owner of the property the 
expropriation, according to the public law of most countries, 
was not definitive.®® 

§ 138. General estimate of the work of appraisal. The 
method of summary appraisal by the Sub-Commissions, as 
originally contemplated, would probably have been a speedier 
process than that actually adopted. It would, however, have 
placed a heavy burden on the shoulders of the Mixed Com- 
mission, which would have had to revise the liquidation prices 
in an attempt to correlate appraisals in the two countries. The 
individualized appraisal by experts on the bases of definite 
tariffs at least satisfied the demand of the emigrants, who 
attached great importance to matters of detail concerning 
their properties. It also satisfied the two governments that 
there was reciprocity in the appraisals and that they were 
both treated in the same way. This is on the assumption that 
the tariffs were just and corresponded to the real values of 
the properties in the two countries. 

Although there was much outcry in the Commission by 
the two national members against the tariff of prices for lands, 
each claiming that his own country was paying too much, the 
truth is that, generally speaking, the liquidation prices given 
were just and fair. 

What would seem to be well founded protests relate to the 
appraisal of buildings. The general tariff for buildings in 
Macedonia was applied for some time too rigidly by the archi- 
tects. Prices wore thus allowed which were found later to be in 
excess of the real market prices.®'^ Mr. Charles B. Eddy, Chair- 

3«A8 a matter of fact, the Supreme Court of Bulgaria had deoided that 
the expropriation was definitive, although no payment had been made. But 
it was proved that the owners conUnued to have the uso of the property, 
and evidence was tendered of the fact that taxes were still paid by the 
owners. 

2rSeo statement of Mr. Saimdoi-s, delegate of the Mixed Commission at 
S jalnniVi, and Mr. Houssa, Director of the Centre of Saloniki, in theii’ 
report to tlie Commission, ProoSs-Vevbaux, xxiv, 304th meat., January 20, 
1928, pp. 16, 24. 
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man of the Greek Refugee Settlement Commission, echoes 
these protests in his report on his tour in Macedonia in 
March, 1927.28 

In his report Mr. Eddy wrote: 

Our refugees live in houses abandoned by the Bulgarians. These 
houses are in bad condition and need repairs, but they have been 
appraised by the Mixed Commission at prices so high that the 
refugees hesitate to make repairs, fearing to have to pay big prices 
We have examined tliree of these houses. One appraised by the 
Mixed Commission at 120,000 drachmas is inhabited by the Pres- 
ident of the village. He declared that he could build a better one 
if we would give him 15,000 drachmas. Two other houses appraised 
at 86,000 and 105,000 drachmas respectively have also been given 
too high prices. Taking into consideration the cost of a new house 
built by the Refugee Settlement Commission, I do not see how 
one may expect that the refugees should pay for these houses even 
the one-third of the pnees given by the Mixed Greco-Bulgarian 
Commission. Personally I believe these houses are not good to live 
111 , that they have no value at all, and that they should bo de- 
stroyed and replaced by new buildings Likewise the land was over- 
apiiraised, our figure being ten shillings per stremma against five 
pounds bj' the Mixed Commission. The acts of this Commission 
call for investigation. . . . 

This was the judgment of the Chairman of the Greek 
Refugee Settlement Commission on the appraisals made by 
the Mixed Commission. He knew well the cost of these houses, 
since tens of thousands had been built under the auspices of 
the Refugee Commission. When these statements were 
brought to the attention of the Mixed Commission, Colonel 
Corfe, its President at the time, registered his protest.®® He 
called attention to a statement in the Sixth Quarterly Report 
of the Refugee Settlement Commission (May 25, 1925) on 
the various points of view of appraisal. It was stated in the 
report in question that "the valuation of lands depends on 

Rapport de M. Charles B. Eddy, President, etc., but son Voyage en 
Maoidpine (Mars 1927), dated April 9, 1027, and addiessed to the Einancial 
Conunittee of the League. This repoit is no longer oonfidential, but it has 
not been printed for publication, 

•“Pwices-Verbaux, xxi, 358th meet., August 11, 1927, p. 7, 
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the point of view on which one is placed. In Greece, all the 
large and average properties are expropriated in behalf of cul- 
tivators at prices fixed by the Greek commissions of valuations 
and below the prices at which these lands would be sold freely 
on the market. For instance, the average price paid in 
Thessaly by these commissions is 150 drachmas, whereas on 
the market it would be 2000 drachmas per stremma. The price 
at which the Refugee Settlement Commission is selling the 
land to the refugees approaches the former price and not the 
latter.” 

Colonel Corfe thought that the Mixed Commission liqui- 
dated the properties of emigrants at prices approaching the 
free market prices. This might probably explain the diverg- 
ence between the prices given for lands by the Refugee Settle- 
ment Commission and the Mixed Commission, but it certainly 
did not explain the high prices given in the case of buildings. 
Colonel Corfe, indeed, could not answer the statement that 
old and ruined houses were appraised at three times the sum 
it cost to build new houses, The real truth is that the Mixed 
Commission and its agencies for a considerable time applied 
rigidly the general tariff worked out by the architects in Mace- 
donia. Also this Commission was moved in general by the be- 
lief that emigrants should be indemnified for their properties 
as liberally as possible, so that they might reestablish them- 
selves easily in their new country. In view, however, of the 
installation of Greek refugees in these Bulgarian houses, the 
Refugee Settlement Commission was meeting with a difficult 
problem in such cases as those described by Mr. Eddy. 
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§ 139. The working out of the tariff of prices for lands. 
On July 22, 1925, the Mbced Commission appointed Mr. 
Saunders, its delegate at Saloniki, and M. Nameche, President 
of the second Sub-Commission in Bulgaria, to establish a 
tariff of prices for the lands situated in the regions of emigra- 
tion in Greece and Bulgaria, for the purpose of facilitating 
and simplifying the work of appraisal of lands.^ Messrs. 
Saunders and Nameche presented to the Commission on 
August 22, 1925, a draft worked out by them at Saloniki 
within the month following their appointment. A little later, 
September 11, 1925, following their visits to Thrace and Bul- 
garia, they sent to the Commission certain supplementary 
notes on this draft. During the months of September, October, 
and November the Commission studied this draft, and finally 
adopted it in general, subject to such modifications as the 
authors might consider useful after listening to remarks to 
be made by the Greek and Bulgarian members or their re- 
^ective experts. 

At the same time a committee ad hoc was appointed, con- 

* ProcIs-VerbBUX, xii, 233d meet., July 22, 1926, p. 1462. 

21G 
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sisting of the authors of the draft and Mr. Saulus, President 
of the First Sub-Commission in Bulgaria, and also of two 
agronomists, a Greek and a Bulgarian, who, however, had 
no vote in tho decisions of the committee.® This committee 
was to proceed to a study of the prices of lands in Greece and 
Bulgaria and to examine thoroughly the part of the tariff re- 
ferring to such prices. This examination of prices was to be 
made by comparing the prices of the proposed tariff with all 
other factors supplied by the work of appraisal of the Sub- 
Commissions or the staffs of agronomists. The committee was 
to present a detailed report, explainmg the method of work, 
the various factors taken into account, such as natural and 
economic conditions, etc., the calculations made, and also the 
opinion of the minority in case of decisions taken by ma- 
jority vote. 

The committee met from December 23, 1925, to February 
15, 1926, and heard the remarks and objections of the two 
experts representing the two governments.® The authors of 
tlio draft came to the conclusion that all these objections and 
remarks had been talcen into consideration by them in the 
working out of the tariff, and that no new factor had been 
discovered which might lead to a modification of the project, 
apart from certain changes of secondary importance. In con- 
sequence, the Mixed Commission finally adopted the tariff 
on February 26, 1926.* 

The tariff entered into effect on this same day. It was to 
be applied in its entirety, unless a decision of the Commission 
suspending or modifying its application should intervene. 
Such a decision could be taken after consideration of proposals 
of the Greek and Bulgarian members or of the agencies 
charged with the application of the tariff.® 

®ProeeB-Verbaux, xiii, 249th meet., December 18, 1926, i;. 1682. 

^The 'work of the Committee appears in a vol'ume entitled Commisaion 
Mixie Gr6oo-Bulgaie, Comit6 Bar^me, Proefes-Verbaux des Stances. This ■was 
not published. The present ■writer was granted access to this volume. 

*Procfe&-Verbaux, xiv, 266th meet., p. 1664. 

“The authors of the tariff submitted later an inteipretative memorandum 
on certain parts of the tariff. A part thereof was adopted by the Commission, 
October 30, 1926, while the rest ■was merely oommumoated to the agencies of 
appraisal, which were left free to exercise their discretion. See Proo6s-Ver- 
baux, xvi, 297th meet., p. 1017 and annex. 
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§ 140, Criticism of the tariff. Certainly it would have been 
better had this tariff been worked out by two neutral persons, 
with the cooperation of experts representing each of the inter- 
ested countries, whose suggestions and remarks could have 
been taken into consideration. The original authors, having 
arrived with great pains at a solution, were not disposed to 
begin aU over again, when, after the completion of the project, 
they were confronted with the viewpoints and objections of 
the experts of the two governments concerned. They preferred 
to reject, systematically and summarily, all such objections, 
finding them always without foundation. 

A more scientific and sound method of arriving at a just 
tariff would have been to determine independently the actual 
and real prices of lands both for Bulgaria and for Greece. 
However, the authors thought that Bulgaria was a producing 
and Greece a consuming country; that the monetary situation 
and rate of interest were different in the two countries ; that 
the winter lasts longer in Bulgaria than in Greece; that there 
was a free market of land in Bulgaria, while in Greece sales of 
land were rare; and that the demand for land in Bulgaria was 
greater than in Greece. The authors, then, gave up absolutely 
the attempt to determine the actual value of land in Greece. 

A basis of the value of land in Bulgaria was sought and 
found in the classification of land in the government land 
registries established for fiscal purposes. Although the entries 
in such registries were not altogether sm’e guides, they gave, 
in general, just results. They were based on the productivity 
of the land and on the price of products. The prices given 
to the various categories of land wore higher than the prices 
established by the staffs of agronomists and the Sub-Com- 
missions. 

In Greece, however, no independent basis for the value of 
lands was sought. The authors simply transferred the prices 
found in Bulgaria to lands in Greece, after affix ing to such 
prices a coefficient of increase on the assumption that the land 
in Greece possessed greater productivity and the products sold 
hi^er. Doubtless, in some parts of Greece, such as Eastern 
Macedemia, the l^d is more productive, but the situation is 
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altogolher different in the greater part of Macedonia and 
Thrace. The result was that the value of land in Greece was 
in many cases overestimated. 

§ 141. General part of the tariff. The tariff first grouped 
together the various localities of emigration into centres: 
great, average, small, and very small centres. In Greece, the 
localities were grouped as follows: “ 

Great Centres: Saloniki, Kavala 

Average Centres: Drama, Xanthi, Coniotini, Alexandroupolis, 
Seres, Naoussa, Fiorina. Dedimotika, Edcssa, Verria, Soulli. 

Small Centres: Langada, Kilkitch, Ycnidje Vardar, Gmnendje, 
Kozani, Kastoria, Kailaria, Sorovitch, Deinir-Hissar, Ne- 
grita, Pravi. 

Very small Centres: Zirnovo, Statistn. 

In Bulgaria the grouping was as follows: 

Grout Centres: Sofia, Pliilipiiopolis. 

Average C'eiilres: Varna, Burgas, Yainbol, Karvobate, Stara- 
Zagorii, Talar Pazarljik, Donpritza, D]ouniaya. 

Small Centres: Railway stations of average importance and 
fiinull ports, Bila, Messemvria, Anchialo, Sozopoli, Aktopole, 
Kizil-Agateh, Petriteh. 

Very binall centres: Kavakli, Malko Tirnovo. 

This classification of localities attempted to take into ac- 
count the influence on the prices of lands of population and 
of the presence or neighborhood of a railway or a port. The 
very small centres were the localities at a great distance from 
railways and porta, whose means of communication were poor 
roads impassable in the winter. The great centres were popu- 
lous cities on the main lines of communication. Between 
these two groupings wore placed the other two. 

A second classification recognized five categories of villages, 
according to the quality of the lands of each village: 

(a) Very good villages, where lands were very fertile and low 
and the subsoil contained abundant water; 

(b) Good villages, whose lands were fertile and deop; 

(c) Average villages, whose lands wore fertile and deep but high ; 

*The stafEs of agronomists were authorized to add any further small or 
very small centres that the authors of the tariff might have omitted. 
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(d) Bad Villages, composed of thin, pebbly, or sandy soils, of 
high elevation, and low fertility; 

(e) Very had villages, eoinposod of lands of low fertility upon 
the mountains, mostly uncultivated and pasture lands. 

A last classification distinguished the lands of each village 
into three categories, first, second, and third, according to the 
quality of the land. This classification had been already ap- 
plied by the Sub-Commissions and the staff of agronomists 
before the establishment of the tariff, the lands of each village 
being classified according to their quality into zones {lieux- 
dits). 

§ 142. Figures of the tariff. The tariff, then, was as follows 
for each stremma or decare (1000 square metres or 0.247 acres) 
for Greece and Bulgaria: 

TAaiBT OP Lands 


Category Greece (in di'achmas) Bulgaria (in leva) 

of let class 2d class 3d class 1st class 2d class 3d class 

villages of lands of lands of lands of lands of lands of lands 


a. 

b. 

0 

d. 

e. 

2686 

1566 

1240 

1020 

600 

Oieat Centres. 

2085 970 4130 

1170 806 2410 

970 616 1910 

760 475 1665 

470 330 926 

3310 

1855 

1640 

1205 

750 

1615 

1340 

1025 

700 

660 



Average Centres. 



a. 

2500 

1880 

865 

3840 

2980 

1445 

b. 

1440 

1050 

725 

2180 

1676 

1205 

c. 

1150 

880 

556 

1770 

1306 

926 

d. 

920 

630 

426 

1420 

1006 

710 

e. 

535 

425 

285 

820 

676 

475 



Small Centres. 



a. 

2305 

1670 

785 

3545 

2650 

1276 

b. 

1270 

085 

550 

1050 

1560 

916 

c. 

1060 

790 

490 

1630 

1260 

820 

d. 

830 

620 

340 

1276 

980 

670 

e. 

476 

380 

210 

730 

600 

350 



Very Small Centres. 



a. 

2045 

1430 

605 

3146 

2270 

1005 

b. 

976 

710 

406 

1600 

1126 

675 


846 

520 

350 

1300 

825 

580 

d. 

820 

432 

210 

965 

686 

365 

6. 

360 

270 

140 

650 

426 

230 
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§ 143. Bases of the tariff. As we have stated above, the 
authors of the tariff did not attempt to find the actual price 
of land in Greece. They found the prices for Bulgaria and 
applied them with a differential coefficient to Greece. The 
process for establishing the above tariff was as follows: 

The prices for Bulgaria were based on the productivity of 
lands of the great centres belonging to the five categories of 
villages and three classes of lands above described. As is seen 
from the table appearing in the footnote,^ the produce in kilo- 
grammes of a stremma of first-class land in a ‘very good 
village' was multiplied by a unitary price and the product was 
reduced by one-fourth on account of fallow land; forty per 
cent of this sum was considered to be the net income of the 
land; this was further multiplied by ten, it being admitted 


7 TabIiB op Pbodtjoiivitt 

1st category oj land 


Category of 
viflaga 


Produce in . Net 

kilogrammoe Price in leva Fallow income 


Value of 
product 
X by 10 Tariff 


Grain Straw Grain Straw 


Very good 
Good 
Average 
Bad 

Very bad 


200 

260 



1/4 

40% 

4135 

4130 

130 

160 

6 

H 

1/4 

35% 

2340 

2410 

120 

160 

6.3 

ti 

1/4 

32.5% 

1810 

1910 

110 

140 

6.3 

ft 

1/4 

30% 

1530 

1565 

90 

120 

5.3 

ft 

2/6 

27.5% 

026 

925 



Sd category oj land 




160 

180 

6 

0.70 

1/4 

40% 

3266 

3310 

110 

140 

6 

a 

1/4 

326% 

1840 

1865 

105 

136 

63 

if 

1/4 

30% 

1464 

1540 

100 

130 

63 

ft 

1/3 

27.6% 

1140 

1205 

80 

no 

53 

ft 

2/6 

25% 

750 

760 



Sd category o] land 




120 

150 

6 

0.70 

1/3 

30% 

1660 

1616 

100 

130 

e 

ft 

1/3 

276% 

1270 

1340 

90 

120 

6.3 

if 

1/3 

276% 

1025 

1026 

80 

no 

53 

ft 

2/6 

25% 

760 

760 

70 

90 

53 

ft 

1/2 

26% 

543 

650 


Very good 
Good 
Average 
Bad 

Very bad 


Very good 
Good 
Average 
Bad 

Very bad 


The unitary piico of 6 leva represents the average compound price ob- 

P*. by 

STi., i. by MO, by 

of the corn, wnose stalk is of trifling value. 
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that the rate of capitalization in Bulgaria (and in Greece) 
was 10%. In this way the basic fifteen prices corresponding 
to the lands situated in the great centres were established. 
The prices of the lands of average, small, and very small 
centres were established by the application of coefiQcients to 
the above prices. Such coefficients were adopted by the authors 
of the tariff after investigation of the general conditions. 

When the prices for Bulgaria were thus established, they 
were transformed by a differential coefficient so as to form the 
prices for Greece. The authors of the tariff thought that there 
was a constant relation between the various lands of Bul- 
garia and the lands of Greece, turning around certain coeffi- 
cients. They thought that the lands in Macedonia and Thrace, 
on the whole, had comparatively a greater value than in Bul- 
garia, for the following reasons: 

1. Taking into account the fallow land in these two coun- 
tries, the production was greater in Macedonia and Thrace 
than in Bulgaria. 

2. It was not clear that the cost of production was larger 
in the one country than in the other. 

3. The prices of the products of the soil were incontestably 
higher in Macedonia and Thrace than in Bulgaria. 

4. The cost of living was h^her in Greece. 

Since, then, the value of land in Greece was greater, the 
tariff prices were established by applying a differential coeffi- 
cient to the prices of lands in Bulgaria. Thus, instead of con- 
verting the prices in leva to prices in drachmas at the rate of 
exchange at the time, which was 1000 leva for 436 drachmas, 
1000 leva were considered equal to 650 drachmas in the case 
of lands of the first class, 630 for lands of the second class, 
and 600 for lands of the third class. In other words, a price of 
1000 leva was converted, on the average, into one of 626 
drachmas, which amounted to an application to lands in 
Greece of a differential coefficient of a little over 43% as com- 
pared with the prices of similar classifications in Bulgaria. 

These prices were established in February, 1926, and the 
authors had in mind that the value of the money in either 
country might subsequently fall, which would have the effect 
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of causing a discrepancy between the value indicated in the 
prices of the tariff and the one the authors had in mind. The 
authors accordingly determined tbe relation between the leva 
and the drachma and between each of them and the dollar at 
the time the tariff was established.® 

§ 144. Reduction of basic prices for remoteness, malaria, 
and pasture lands. The various prices of the tariff were sub- 
ject to reduction or increase by reason of various factors. Two 
important factors for reduction were remoteness and malaria. 
Reduction was also made for pasture lands and marshes. 

Remoteness from the various centres enumerated above, 
which were centres of consumption or of shipment of products, 
increased cost of transportation and, consequently, reduced 
net income. The prices of lands remote from the centres should 
be diminished to a corresponding degree. The authors ad- 
mitted a coefficient of reduction corresponding to an increase 
in the cost of production of 6.50 leva for each stremvia for a 
distance of ten kilometres from a centre. 

Thus, when the land was at a distance of ten kilometres 
from the centres, the prices of the tariff were reduced by 5%. 
Beyond the ten kilometres, the reduction was 2^4% per space 
of five Idlometres computed from centre to centre.® For vines 
and mulberry trees the distance from centres had no effect on 
the prices of lands. 

In the region where malaria prevailed with particular in- 
tensity, the prices of the tariff were to suffer a reduction of a 
maximum of 20%. This part of the tariff was amended sub- 
sequently by the Mixed Commission, the maximum coefficient 
of reduction being fixed at only 10%. Such regions existed 
only in Greek regions of emigration. The application of the 

“The rates wcie as loUows two leva and thirty stotinki equal to a 
drachma; one dollar at Sofia equal to 139 leva; one dollar at Salomki equal 
to 628 drachmas. 

“ 12t^ kilometies wcie counted as 16 kilometres, 12.3 as^ 10 kilometies. 

In tire case of two or more oenties between which a choice might be made, 
preference was given to the ceutie which was a consummg or exportmg 
market. In case of doubt, the choice was for the centre the most advan- 
tageous for the emigrant. 

The distance was measuiod in a straight line on the map published by 
Artaria & Co by the application of a coefficient of correction of 1.20 See 
Proo6s-Veibaiix, xvi, 310th meet., December 10, 1926, p. 2067. 
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reduction was to be determined, in the first instance, by the 
staffs of agronomists on their visits in the places. The Com- 
mission, however, decided that the reduction was to be applied 
to cities and villages in Greece where the occurrence of malaria 
was fixed at 50% or more in the statistics for the year 1924 of 
the Department of Health of the Greek Ministry of Com- 
munications.^® 

Pasture lands were classified as lauds of the second or third 
class and were appraised at the price of the tariff correspond- 
ing to such class, but a reduction of 25% was applied to such 
price. Marshes were classified as third-class lands and the 
price of the tariff correspondmg to that class was reduced by 
50%. 

§ 145. Increase of basic prices for tobacco lands. In- 
creases of the tariff prices were adopted for tobacco lands, 
vegetable gardens, irrigated lands and meadows, and rice 
grounds. 

The authors of the tariff and the Greek and Bulgarian ex- 
perts agreed that an increase of the tariff prices was justified 
for lands situated in localities where the cultivation of tobacco 
occupied an important place. The authors of the tariff thought 
that tobacco was cultivated very generally only in lands of 
the first and second class and that therefore only the prices 
corresponding to such classes should be increased. They also 
thought that the increase should take into account the propor- 
tion of land which was cultivated for tobacco in a certain 
locality. A small proportion of such lands would seem to show 
that the land of the locahty in question was not generally fit 
for cultivation of tobacco. 

Consequently, the following coefficients of increase were 
proposed by the authors of the tariff. If the area cultivated 
with tobacco in a certain locality was less than 2%% of the 
total area, the tariff prices were not to be modified. If such 
area was more than 2%%, the tariff prices of first- and second- 
class lands were to be increased by 15%. If the tobacco area 
was more than 6%, the increase was fixed at 30%, and if 
more than 10%, the increase was 50%. 

In the localities where the tobacco was of special quality, 

loprocte-Verbaux, xv, 283d meet., August 26, 1926, p. 1821. 
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as Xanthi, I^raina, aurl Zihna, or where there existed special 
economic or aftfieultural condilioiis, as at Fiorina, Stanimaka, 
etc., the tariff was not to be applied. The determination of 
the existence of such conditions was to be left to the judgment 
of the staff of agronomists. These regions were called ‘outside 
the tariff’ (hors bar erne). 

The proportion of area cultivated in tobacco was an im- 
portant criterion for the application of the above figures. The 
Commission adopted the suggestion of the authors of the 
tariff that this proportion was to be established by taking 
into account the average of the statistical data for 1923, 
1924, and 1925 for Bulgaria and Greece, and the statistics 
of colonization for the same years in Greece. The area ef- 
fectively cultivated in those years, that is, the lands that gave 
crops, were only to be considered. 

§ 146. Increases for other factors. Vegetable gardens have 
a higher productivity than ordinary lands when they are irri- 
gated. Accordingly, the tariff provided that they were con- 
sidered first-class lands of the locality where they were situ- 
ated, and the general tariff prices were increased from 100 to 
200%, regardless of the mode of irrigation used. 

Irrigated lands produce more than ordinary lands and their 
prices are therefore higher. The tariff provided that such 
lands, whether of the first, second, or third class, were to be 
appraised at an increase of 50% on the ordinary tariff prices. 
Land was to be appraised as ‘irrigated land’ when it was 
really irrigated and not when it was only irrigable. 

Meadows are to be distinguished from mere pasture lands. 
The former are lands where the grass is regularly mown 
once or twice a year. They may or may not be irrigated, and 
may belong to &e first, second, or third class of lands. The 
tariff prices were increased by 50% unless the meadow was 
irrigated, when the coefficient of increase was 70%. Lands 
growing lucerne were also considered of a higher productivity. 
The ordinary tariff prices were increased by 25% in respect 
to them. 

^-iProofes-Verbaux, xvi, 297Ui meet., Oolobei 30, 1926, p. 1917; xviii, S3Sth 
meet., April 13, 1927, pp, 1, 9. The Btafts of agronomists were to adnait toe 
official statistical data; too information given by toe Bureaus of Colonization 
was only a factor for toe formation of their judgment. 
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Rice grounds are cultivated only every other year, but 
their productivity is much higher than that of ordinary lands, 
especially when they are irrigated. The tariff provided that 
they should be appraised according to the class of the land, 
but the ordinary tariff prices were to be increased by 100%. 
The staffs of agronomists were to take into consideration, 
however, whether a constant irrigation was at the disposal of 
the cultivator. 

The increases of prices of land, above indicated, were sub- 
ject to reductions for the causes enumerated previously, viz., 
distance from centres, malaria, etc.^® 

§ 147. Tariff for vines. Special tariffs were adopted for 
vines, mulberry trees, and fruit trees. Vines were distinguished 
into three categories: (1) Those attacked by the phylloxera 
were appraised as ordinary lands. If they included fruit trees, 
they were considered as lands of the next superior class. (2) 
Those which were healthy but were situated in a region which 
was attacked by the phylloxera were appraised as normal vines, 
but a reduction of 26% was applied to the prices of the latter, 
(c) Normal vines were classified as old or Hungarian and 
American vines, the former being further distinguished as 
vines bearing fruit and vines without fruit. To the old or 
Hungarian vines were assimilated vines attacked by phylloxera 
situated in the sand of the sea coast, as the insect has not 
much effect on them. The following tariff was applied to the 
vine stocks of vineyards, including the boU; 

Olp OB HuNOARiAiir ViNna 
Yvnea wUhout jruit 

1 decare' 500 vine-stocka. 1 atremma; 900 vine-stocks. 

Bulgaria Greece 

1st class 10 leva Ist class 5 draohinaB 

2d " 8 " 2d " 4 " 

3d " 6 “ 3d " 2 " 

Pine* bearing fruit 

isA class 15 leva l8t class 8 drachmas 

2d « 12 “ 2d “ 6 « 

3d " 8 " 8d " a « 

if See decision of the Commission, Biooes-Voibaux, xvi, 310th meet.. De- 
cember IS, 1926, p. 2066. 
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Amliucan Vines 
1 tlo(.up SOO vino-sLodfs 



Bulgatia 

2d class 

3d class 

1 yeai 

14 leva 

12 leva 

8 leva 

2 yeais 

16 " 

14 “ 

10 “ 

3-4 “ 

23 « 

16 “ 

12 " 

6-8 “ 

26 " 

20 " 

16 “ 

9 and moie " 

20 “ 

18 “ 

14 " 


In case an emigrant presented a certificate of the authori- 
ties from which it appeared that ho owned a number of vine- 
stocks for each stremma higher than the average number in- 
dicated in the tariff (500 in Bulgaria or 900 in Greece) and his 
property rights were recognized, his land and his vine-stocks 
were appraised separately as follows: “ The land was esti- 
mated at the average rate of 1320 leva in Bulgaria and 835 
drachmas in Greece, per sbemma oi decare, in view of the 
fact that vinca are usually planted in mediocre soil. The vine- 
stocks were appraised according to the number indicated in 
the certificate and the figures of the tariff.'^'* 

§ l-IS. Tariff for mulberry and fruit trees. Mulberry 
groves constitute an important source of income in some 
parts of Bulgaria and Macedonia in connection with the feed- 
ing of silkworms. A special tariff was provided for them. It 
was presumed that a stremma or decare contained 100 mul- 
berry trees, unless there was an official statement to the con- 
trary. The tariff for each tree, including the soil, was as fol- 
lows, according to the class of lands: 

Bulgaria JUacedonia 

1st class 190 leva Ist class 160 draclunaB 

2d " 160 " 2d " 116 “ 

3d " 116 “ 3d “ 76 

Mulberry groves containing less than 100 trees per stremma 
were considered as contaming 100, in case the staff of agron- 
omists deemed it proper. The authors of the tariff thought 
that the value of a mulberry grove did not always depend on 

18 Pioo6a-Veibaux, xvi, 309tli meet , December 14, 1926, p 2063. 

the regioa of Stammaka, which was consideied Aors barbme and 
where valuations of vines were made befoie the establishment of the taiiff, 
it was decided that a maximum of only 660 old oi Hungaiian or SOO American 
vme-stocks foi eadi decaie was to be taken m consideration. ProoSs-Verbaur, 
xvii, 322d meet , Pebruaiy 12, 1927, pp. 2162-63. 
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the number of trees on a stremma. Trees planted thinly show 
a greater development and, consequently, give a higher reve- 
nue. 

Orchards were similarly appraised according to a special 
tariff. Each tree was appraised as follows, according to the 
quality of the land on which it grew: 

Bulgatta Oieece 

lat class 226 leva Ist class ISO diachmas 

2d “ 190 “ 2d “ 145 “ 

3d " 160 " 3d “ 100 “ 

Groups of less than ten fruit or mulberry trees were con- 
sidered as isolated trees and were not appraised. Similarly no 
appraisal was to be made of young trees which had not yet 
borne fruit. The Commission, however, decided, in September, 
1926,^® that in all future appraisals the rule that isolated 
trees should not be appraised should be discarded in oases of 
fruit or forest trees presenting a particular character, which 
by reason of the fruits, or of the wood, constituted an impor- 
tant source of revenue for the emigrant. In such cases the 
staffs of agronomists and expert architects were directed to 
take into account the value of these trees, even when they 
were less than ten for each stremma. The value could be esti- 
mated by taking into consideration such elements of valua- 
tion as productivity, size, or age. 

• At a late period,^® the Mixed Commission, on the proposal 
of its neutral expert agronomist, adopted a tariff for the ap- 
praisal of isolated trees, with a view to solving the difficulties 
presented in the work of the agencies of appraisal and simpli- 
fying their work. The Greek member protested against the 
adoption of a tariff which would result in the appraisal of all 
isolated trees in Greece, whereas thousands of trees of Greek 
emigrants in Bulgaria had not been appraised in the past. 
In the view taken by the Commission, the prices proposed 
in the tariff were to constitute only a guide for the agencies 
of appraisal. 

§ 149. Procedure of appraisal of lands. The procedure of 
appraisal of lands, as it developed after the first experiments, 

* M Procfes-Veibaiix, xv, 287lJi meet, p. 1846. 

«Procfes-Verbaux, xx, 353d meet., July 9, 1927, pp. 6ff, 
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was as follows. The staff went to a village for the purpose of 
appraising the lands of emigrants. It first ascertained the dis- 
tance of the village from a certain centre, great, average, or 
small. Then it considered the general aspect of the village, 
whether it should be classified as very good, good, and so 
forth. Next, it had to determine what lands of the village 
should be deemed to be of first, second, or third class. To this 
end, the staff went over the lands of the village and classified 
them in name-places (lieux-dits) or zones. These were de- 
nominations that the peasants gave always to various parts 
of the landed property of the village. These same denomi- 
nations were indicated in the plans of the land surveyors and 
in the applications for liquidation. The staff then decided that 
the lands of the zone A, for instance, were first-class lands, 
the lands of zone B, second-class lands, and so forth. 

Thus the staff was able to draw up a report in which it 
was indicated that, in view of the fact that the village in 
question is at such a distance from such a centre, and that 
the general aspect of the village places it in a certain category 
of villages (very good, good, etc.), the lands of such village 
are to be appraised at the prices indicated by the tariff for 
the centre and category in question. The report also indicated 
the classification of the various zones of the village accord- 
iug to the quality of their lands, and determined the increase 
for tobacco or the decrease for malaria, etc. 

The decisions of the staff were taken by the vote of the 
neutral President, the Greek and Bulgarian members having 
only the right of giving their opinions. The latter could take 
appeal against decisions on each of the above points. But no 
appeal could be considered, unless it concerned a fact which 
was brought to the attention of the President of the staff in 
writing, on the spot where the decision was talcen.’-'^ The 
appeals were examined by the neutral expert agronomist of 
the Commission, who reported to it.^® 

The grouping in centres, the classifications, and the scales 
of coefficients in the tariff for lands were considered by the 

ProcSs-Voibaux, tvi, 297lh meet , November 30, 1926, p 1914. 

See also supra, § 134. 
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Mixed Commission to be rigid. The staffs of agronomists were 
authorized to discard this rule in exceptional eases when they 
considered it absolutely necessary.^® Indeed, the authors of 
the tariff suggested that in certain cases of very special eco- 
nomic conditions the tariff should not be applied and that the 
agronomists should make independent appraisals. Xanthi in 
Thrace, Rosna in Macedonia, and Stanimaka in Bulgaria were 
considered to be such cases. These localities were considered as 
hors bareme, outside the tariff.®® 

The classification of lands in three categories, according 
to the quality of the soil, was made easier in Bulgaria by 
the existence of the government registry of lands. The Com- 
mission decided that the staff of agronomists should follow 
the classification of the registry in the old territories of Bul- 
garia and should verify by trial the exactness of such classi- 
fication. In the new territories of Bulgaria the staff was to 
consider whether the incomplete data of the registries of 1922 
were admissible or not.®^ 

The staffs of agronomists were authorized by the Commis- 
sion to classify in the category of lands corresponding to the 
quality of their soil the uncultivated lands which might be- 
come again productive lands, especially in villages of the old 
emigration. This decision was not in conformity with the 
principle of the Rules that the basis of appraisal was the real 
value of the land at the time of liquidation.®® The staffs, on 
the other hand, were authorized to appraise as agricultural 
lands parcels of lands which had become building lands be- 
cause of the installation of refugees.®^ 

i-«Piocfes-Veifaaux, xv, 290lh meet, September 16, 1926, p, 1802, 

•0 The basic pnccs of ktuk and of the tpeciai cultivation in. the region of 
Stanimaka weie dcbcimincd by decisions of the First Sub-Commission in 
Bulgaria, and an expeit examination by the staff of agionomists was made m 
the spring of 1926. The Mixed Commission adopted the repoit of the staS 
of agronomists which pioposcd puces highei than those of the geneial tariff. 
See Piocfes-Veibaux, xiv, 270th meet., July 19, 1926, pp. 1739-41. 
sr Proefes-Verbaux, xvi, 284th meet, October 21, 1926, p. 1897. 

** Proces-Verbaux, xwi, 301st meet., November 12, 1926, p 1957. 

Such uncultivated lands situated in the zone classined by the staff as 
inlgated lands benehted by the increase applied to the latter. See decision of 
the Comiasion. Proo5s-V«faaux. xii, 310th meet, December 15, 1026, p. 2068, 
** Proote-Verbanx, xvi, SOlst meet, November 13, 1026, p. 1968. to case, 
however, the change was due to tho noimal groirth of population, such 
parcels were appraised as building lands. 
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The question of the general character of the village, 
namely, whether it should be classified as very good, good, 
average, bad, or very bad, was the most difficult question, and 
the basis of most of the discussions at the Mixed Commis- 
sion. The latter almost invariably followed the opinion of its 
neutral expert on this question, as it also followed, very gen- 
erally, his recommendations on increases or reductions by a 
coefficient of the prices given by the agencies of appraisal. 

§ 150. Appraisal of forests. The tariff of lands adopted by 
the Commission in February, 1926, did not deal with the 
price of forests. Subsequently, in August, 1926, the Mixed 
Commission obtained the services of an export forester, M. 
Jaccard, for the appraisal of forests. This expert was left en- 
tirely free in the choice of his methods of appraisal. Until 
April 30, 1927, the appraisals made by this expert were ex- 
amined only by the Mixed Commission, which generally ap- 
proved them. At the above date a staff of experts, as in the 
case of the expert agronomists, was created, presided over by 
llie neutral expert, M. Jaccard. The procedure of the work 
of this staff was similar to that of the staff of agronomists of 
lands.®® The yearly revenue of a forest served as the principal 
basis of appraisal. A capitalization rate of twenty ivas gener- 
ally adopted. 

At the end of 1928, the Commission contemplated dis- 
pensing with the services of the expert forester, M. Jaccard. 
This caused loud protests on the part of the Greek member. 
M. Jaccard had made the appraisals of all the forests of Bul- 
garian emigrants from Greece, but had not yet appraised 
many Greek forests in Bulgaria. It was the intention of the 
neutral members of the Commission to use the only remaining 
staff of agronomists for the appraisal of the forests in Bul- 
garia in the spring of 1929, as no work could be done in the 
winter. The Greek member thought this would not protect the 
Greek interests, and that reciprocity in the appraisals would 
not be secured,®® and threatened to call to the attention of 
the League of Nations what he called lack of the spirit of jus- 

*«Pro(jfes-Veibaux, xviii, 333d meet., April 4, 1927, p. 2308. 

®®PioBes-Veibaux, xxxii, 465th meet, December 1, 1928, p. 13 
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tice and reciprocity. The Commission, eventually, decided to 
interrupt the work of the team of foresters during the winter 
and engaged the services of M. Jaccard again in the spring.“'^ 
§ 151. Appraisal of fisheries. The fisheries (talians) were 
appraised in a special manner. Their value, indeed, depended 
on the revenue alone. The interested parties were invited to 
appoint a representative, an expert or otherwise, within a 
definite period. If they failed to do so, the interested member 
of the Mixed Commission was bound to appoint a representa- 
tive. Another representative was appointed by the member of 
the Commission representing the country in which the fisher- 
ies were situated. These two representatives presented their 
arguments before the expert agronomist of the Mixed Com- 
mission, Mr. Fluck, who decided on the value in the first in- 
stance. An appeal from his decision might be taken to the 
Commission.*® 

The experts representing the two countries, after long dis- 
cussions, reached an agreement as to the prices of the talians 
in Bulgaria. Mr. Fluok approved this agreement and adopted 
their appraisals. The Mixed Commission later ratified this 
agreement.*® 

The rights of Bulgarian emigrants to fish in certain small 
lakes and ponds in Macedonia were appraised by Mr, Fluck, 
who heard the views of the Bulgarian and Greek experts. Mr. 
Fluck’s appraisals, although admitted by the neutral mem- 
bers of the Commission to be generous, were ratified by the 
Mixed Commission over the protests of the Greek member.*® 
§ 152. Appraisal of unsurveyed or unclassified lands. We 
have seen, in another connection,*^ that the Mixed Commis- 
sion authorized the liquidation of properties of emigrants 
whenever their rights were proved before the Sub-Commis- 
sions, even if the land surveyors had not been able to locate 
or measure such properties. Following this decision, the Com- 
mission had to adopt a number of arbitrary criteria for giving 

« Proefe-Verbaus, xsxii, 466th meet., December 11, 1928, p. 4. 

Proefes-Verbaux, xxv, 401st meet., Pebiuai-y 20, 1928, p. 8. 

2# Procfa-Veibaux, xxxiv, 487tli meet., May 30, 1929, p 27, 

^ See previous note, 

“ See S 129. 
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to such properties a certain area and value. Thus, such lands 
were supposed to have the average area of all lands recog- 
nized and surveyed previously in the same village; if they 
could not be placed in a certain zone of the village, the lands 
were considered of the second category in regard to their 
quality; lands of special cultures were deemed to belong to 
the single category of the village or otherwise to the second 
class. 

Similar measures were taJeen for the appraisal of lands 
which by omission were not classified or appraised by the 
agencies of appraisement on their visits to the villages. Zones 
of a village, not classified by the staff, were deemed to be sec- 
ond-class lands.®* 

8* Prooes-Veibaux, xxiii, 37Bth mocl;, October 21, 1927, p. 9; xxv, 400tb 
meet., February 14, 1028, p. 0. 
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§ 153, The working out of the general tariff for Greece. 
The appraisal of buildings was a much more difficult task than 
that of agricultural lands. It required professional ability and 
a knowledge of local prices of labor and materials. The Sub- 
Commissions were not qualified for this task. They sought the 
services of expert architects. In Bulgaria a single expert was 
used for the expert appraisal of buildings, Mr. Stavroff, who 
seemed to inspire confidence in both the Greek and Bulgarian 
members of the Commission. In Greece no single architect was 
available who could give the whole of his time to appraisal of 
buildings of Bulgarian emigrants. Instead, eight architects, 
chosen among well known foreign architects established in 
Saloniki, were intrusted each with the task of appraising the 
buildings of a certain region. 

It was soon discovered, however, that neither in form nor 
substance were the appraisals in Greece alike, and that im- 
portant divergences of prices existed between the expert find- 
ings of the architects in Greece.^ The differences of appraisal 

^-The Tspott of M. Godiueau to the Mixed Conuniasiou under date of 
May 27, 1626, was placed at the disposal of the writer at the offices of the 
Mixed Commission. 
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reached sometimes the proportion of 10 to 1. Under these 
conditions, the expert architects were convened and asked to 
establish the bases of a unity of method and uniformity of 
valuation. Mr, Modiano, one of the architects, chosen as 
Rapporteur, submitted to the Mixed Commission through M, 
Godineau, President of the Central Sub-Commission in Sa- 
loniki, a report on a unifonn analytical method of expert 
examination of buildings in Macedonia, and basic tariffs and 
formulas reducing to a minimum the differences of apprecia- 
tion and the divergences of prices between the various expert 
appraisals.® 

This method was ratified by the Mixed Commission on 
October 9, 1925,® and the tariffs of prices were approved, so 
far as Macedonia was concerned. The expert architects of 
Thrace were also directed to adopt the same method and 
tariffs for their appraisal.'^ 

§ 154, Tariff for buildings and appurtenances. The tariffs 
established basic price-units for buildings and appurtenances. 
The price-units wore based on three factors: the price of the 
labor, materials, and transportation which entered into the 
structure of buildings and their appurtenances. The basic 
price-units were calculated according to the actual normal 
average value of the work and were subject to change in ac- 
cordance with the distance from places of supply, the mode of 
transportation, and the cost of labor and of materials. 

On the basis of the prices of these factors, the basic price- 
units for various parts of buildings and fixtures were deter- 
mined in a general tariff. Thus, prices were fixed for founda- 
tions, walls, roofs, partitions, floors, ceilings of various kinds, 
also for ovens, chimneys, wine-presses, flour-bins, wine-casks, 
etc. Staircases, doors, windows, wells, fruit trees, and climbing 
vines were left to the appraisal of the expert architects. 

The result of the appraisal of a buUdmg was subject to re- 
duction for depreciation of the construction and of the acces- 

* Letter of Mr, Modiano under date of May 27, 1925, in III Sous-Commis- 
sion d’Emifftation Qreoo-BulgaTe en Gr&oe, Proofes-Verbal of the 17th meeting, 
^oniki, May 27, 1926, and tarifis dated Jime 12, 1926, 

® Prooes-V erbanx, xii, 242d meet., p. 1633. 

* On the appraisal of buildings in Thrace, see Myra, S 160. 
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sory fixtures. The coefficient of depreciation was established 
by taking into account the degree of solidity, the nature of 
the materials used, and wear and tear. Special mention of 
these factors was made in the report drawn up by each archi- 
tect. 

The prices of the basic factors were fixed as follows: 


Basic factors 


Prices 


1. Labor Drachmas 

Laborer, daily wage 40 

Mason, daily wage VO 

Ciiripenter, daily wage 80 

Cabinetmaker, daily wage 90 

2. TranspoHalion 

By mule, per ton-kilometre 60 

By cart, per ton-kilometre 6 

3. Materials 

Field stone, per cubie metre 16 

Quarried stone, per cubic metre 30 

^nd or gravel, per cubic metre 12 

Raw bricks, per cubic metre 60 

Bricks, per cubic metre 220 

Quieklime (local), per oka* 1.25 

Bough lumber, per cubic metre 400 

Planed lumber, per cubic metre 600 

Sawed himber, per cubic metre 1200 

Tiles (local), per square metre 60 

Tiles, per square metre 40 

Laths for plaster walls per cubic metre of masonry 20 


* Equivalent to a little less than three poimds. 


§ 155. Tariff for building lands. The tariff for building 
lands, that is, lands on which buildings were standing and 
lands belonging to or in the neighborhood of buildings, to the 
exclusion of cultivated lands, took into account two factors: 
the population of the village or town in which the land was 
situated, and the situation in the village or town. With re- 
spect to the latter, three categories were established: lands 
in the centre of the village or town and on the principal 
streets; lands intermediate between the centre and the out- 
ddrts; and lands far from the centre, without streets, or on 
blind alleys, and lands in the outskirts of the village or town. 
A fourth category was made only for villages between 4000 
and 6000 inhabitants. On these bases the tariff was fixed as 
follows: 
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Price per square metre for each catcgoi'y 

Number ot iM, t-alogory 2d category 3(1 category dth category 
inhabitants nraehmas Dmehmas Diadimas Drachmas 


600 

6 

4 


1000 

8 

5 


2000 

12 

8 


3000 

22 

11 

4.50 

4000 

32 

16 

8 

5000 

42 

21 

11 

6000 

52 

26 

13 

7000 

62 

31 

15£0 

8000 

72 

36 

18 

9000 

82 

41 

20.50 

10000 

92 

46 

23 

11000 

102 

61 

25.50 

12000 

112 

56 

28 

13000 

122 

61 

30.50 


§ 156. Appraisal of buildings in Bulgaria. While these 
tariffs were established in Greece, the expert architect, Mr. 
Stavroff, in Bulgaria applied a simplified method for the total 
appraisal of buildings without a distinct and detailed ap- 
praisal of the various constituent parts of a building and its 
accessories. This method was derived from a previous study 
of the various types of houses, dependencies, annexes, com- 
mercial and industrial buildings, etc, Mr. Stavroff divided 
the various buildings into well defined categories according 
to the unit value for each squai’e metre or cubic metre. This 
classification permited him to obtain more or less precise 
prices. 

As doubts arose as to whether there was reciprocity be- 
tween the appraisals in Greece and Bulgaria, the Mixed Com- 
mission invited Mr. Stavroff to supply, taking account of tho 
expert examinations already made by him, the following docu- 
ments: a general average tariff of basic prices for all Bul- 
garia; a special tariff of local prices for each village; a gen- 
eral concise report on the situation of each village and the 
reasons justifying the non-application of the general tariff; a 
justification of the prices of building lands; the coefficient of 
age of buil ding s; and a sketch of each building, indicating the 
neighboring properties. These factors were to serve for com- 
paring the appraisals made respectively in Bulgaria and 
Greece and for bringing about equivalence between the prices 
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given in the two countries.® A report with a tariff for Bul- 
garia was submitted by Mr. Stavroff on December 6, 1926.® 
This tariff concerned only buildings, not building lands. Like 
the tariff of the expert achitects in Macedonia it gave first 
the basic prices of the factors of labor, transportation, and 
materials, and then the price-units for the various pieces of 
construction, parts of buildings, and accessories. The Com- 
mission did not proceed to the approval of this tariff, and did 
not even consider it until November, 1926, when the ques- 
tion of the obligatory character of the general tariff of build- 
ings for Greece arosc.'^ In fact, Mr. Stavroff continued to apply 
his own method, the reports submitted by him for each ap- 
praisal being too short to permit any control of his work. 

§ 157. Application of the methods of appraisal in the two 
countries. It would seem that this difference in methods of 
appraisal was bound to result in differences in the prices given 
in Greece and Bulgaria, Classifying a building, according to 
its nature or its mode of construction, in a certain category, 
and giving to it a rough price, was totally different from cal- 
culating the quantity of materials, stone, wood, etc., used in 
the construction of a building, estimating the cost of such 
materials and of constructing the building, as if it were actu- 
ally to be built, and then diminishing this amount by a co- 
efficient for age and wear and tear. This analytical method 
has apparently resulted in higher appraisals of buildings in 
Greece. The expert architects who worked out the tariff of 
buildings were perhaps influenced by the conditions in 
Saloniki, a city in which building operations were very active 
after the war, following the great fire of 19X7 and the influx of 
thousands of Greek refugees from Asia Minor, 

During the first year after the date of the adoption of the 
tariff of buildings, the expert architects in Macedonia who 
appraised the buildings for the Sub-Commissions applied the 
tariff rigidly. This resulted in giving exorbitant prices for 

* See note 3. See also Pracfes-Verbaux, xiv, 264th meet., June 6, 1920, p. 

woe. 

« Ttsnamitted by letter No. 1/ 322/D 1/ 1/ dated Dee. 6, 1926, of Mr. 
Saidus, President of the First Sub-Commission m Bulgaria 

* Proofe-Vetbaux, xvi, aoist meet., November 12, 1926, pp. 1068 ff. 
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small and cheap houses and for ruins. The protests of the 
Greek members of the Sub-Commissions were unceasing. At 
last, a number of investigations on the prices given by the 
architects for certain villages and confirmed by the Sub-Com- 
missions were ordered by the Mixed Commission. An investi- 
gation of the small city of Yenidje-Vardar, conducted m the 
summer of 1926 by Mr. Haussa, President of the Third Sub- 
Commission and later Director of the Centre of Saloniki, 
proved the arbitrariness of the appraisals made and their con- 
flict with the actual market prices of the buildings in ques- 
tion. The prices of the tariff were found to be too high for the 
city of Yenitze, a city of 10,000 inhabitants in the neighbor- 
hood of Saloniki, which proved a fortiori that the same prices 
for small towns and villages in the interior of Macedonia, 
where labor was cheaper and the materials were at hand in 
the neighborhood of the village, had no basis at all. This in- 
vestigation proved, in the words of the expert architect, Mr. 
Arrigoni, who made the original appraisals, "that by reason 
of the system of construction the result of the calculation 
was above the intrinsic commercial value.” Mr. Haussa de- 
cided that the prices given by the tariff were maximum 
prices, and that it was necessary to reduce by 16% the prices 
given by the expert architect for the buildings of Yenidje- 
Vardar.® 

After the summer of 1926 the Sub-Conomissions did not 
hesitate to reduce the prices proposed by the expert architects. 
The Commission, on the proposal of its neutral expert, re- 
duced on many occasions the prices on buildings as fixed by 
the Sub-Commissions. These reductions have extended from 
10% to 26%. 

In order to secure reciprocity in the appraisals of urban 
buildings in the two countries, it was decided by the Com- 
mission to have Mr, Stavroff go to Saloniki and commrmicate 
his methods to the architects designated by the Conamission 
for the expert appraisal of urban buildings and building lands 
of Bulgarian emigrants in Macedonia and Thrace. Mr. 
Modiano was to be charged with the expert appraisal of prop- 
* Procte-Verbaux, xxiv, S44th meet., January 20, 1928, annex 1. 
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erties in Saloniki.® The Commission asked a report from Mr. 
Stavroff and Mr. Modiano on the methods applied by them 
for the expert appraisal of urban properties in Bulgaria and 
Saloniki respectively.^® 

These experts expressed the view in their report of Octo- 
ber 12, 1926, that in the particular case of Saloniki, the non- 
analytical method adopted by Mr. Stavroff could not be easily 
applied, as the properties were not numerous and their con- 
struction varied greatly. It was preferable, in their opinion, 
to follow in Saloniki the analytical method applied in Mace- 
donia. The important' thing was that the two experts should 
estimate in the same manner the age and depreciation for 
wear and tear of buildings. For this purpose they visited and 
examined together a number of buildings in Saloniki and 
found their points of view alike. 

Concerning the building lands, the two experts were in 
agreement that their appraisal should be based primarily on 
the value of the neighboring lands as verified by sales. When 
this basis was lacking, the net annual income of a property 
capitalized at 10%, minus the value of the building, should 
form the basis of appraisal. 

The Commission concluded from this report that there 
existed reciprocity between the two countries as regarded the 
appraisal of urban buildings and building lands.^^ 

§ 158. Local tariffs. In view of the results that the gen- 
eral tariffs produced in Greece with respect to buildings and 
building lands in villages and towns, the Mixed Commission, 
after long discussions, took a decision on November 12, 1926,^* 
to the effect that the general tariffs for the expert appraisal 
of buildings and building lands in Greece, worked out by the 
experts in Macedonia, and those for Bulgaria, prepared by Mr. 
Stavroff, were only to be used as guides by the expert archi- 
tects. 

For each village the experts were directed to establish a 
local tariff, and to correct the prices on the basis of informa- 

* ProcSs-Vetbaux, xv, 279th meet., August 14 192a p. 1794. 
wpjroo6a-Verba\j3t, xv, 286th meet., August 30, 1926, p. 1829. 
iiProeSs-Verbaux, xvi, 20Sth meet., November 2, 1926, pp. 1920 ff, 
i®Broc8s-Yerbaux, xvi, SOlst meet., November 12, 1026, pp, 1968 ff. 
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tion gathered on the place. They might also show that the 
prices of the general tariff should be applied in a cerlain vil- 
lage. In the latier case, the general tariff should constitute the 
local tariff for the village in question. 

§ 159. Procedure of appraisal. Each building was exam- 
ined and appraised by itself, and a plan and rough sketch 
were drawn up. The expert appraisal was*^made by the archi- 
tect and communicated to the members of the Sub-Commis- 
sions with a view to its discussion and adoption. The national 
members of the Sub-Commissions sent to the place their tech- 
nical advisers, who made expert counter-examinations and ad- 
dressed reports to the members to whom they were respon- 
sible. The Sub-Commission subsequently held a meeting, 
when the members presented their objections and asked a 
general reduction or increase on all the expert appraisals of 
a village. The members had a right of appeal to the Mixed 
Commission against the decisions of the Sub- Commission. 
Such appeal could, however, only refer to the local tariff. 
Any error or omission in an individual file could only be 
brought to the attention of the President of the Sub-Commis- 
sion, who passed on it definitively.^® 

The Commission sent to the place its neutral expert, to 
report to it on the appeals. This expert from October, 1926, 
was M, Savoie. The Sub-Commissions did not approve all the 
expert appraisals of the architects individually, but only the 
local tariff. The adoption of the latter by the Sub-Commission 
carried with it ipso facto the adoption of the corresponding 
individual expert valuations. The objections for omissions, 
material errors, or the coefficient of age and wear and tear 
which might be raised in regard to individual expert ap- 
praisal, and which could not be examined by the Sub-Com- 
missions, might be presented before the Mixed Commission 
by the interested members until the day of the examination 
of the files by the Commission.^ 

The work of examination of all the appeals against deei- 

wThia reatoiotion of appoala was daoided upoa by the Comaiisaion on 
November la 1926. Sec previous note. 

I'^Piools-verbaux, xvi, 295th meet., October 23, 1926, p. 1906. 

Proofe-Yeibaux, xx, 362d meet., June 30, 1927, p. 8. 



242 THE EXCHANGE OF MINORTTIES 

sione of the Sub-Conimissions concerning the local tariff for 
buildings and building lands has been a difl&cult task. M. 
Savoie, the neutral expert architect of the Mixed Commission, 
was not able to attend to all this work. Accordingly the Com- 
mission appointed on May 7, 1928,^“ as its second expert, Mr. 
Stavroff, who was sent to Saloniki and placed at the disposal 
of the Director of that Centre with authority to examine all 
appeals not yet examined on the appraisals of buildings in 
Greece. M. Savoie was retained in Sofia for the appeals 
against decisions of appraisal of buildings in Bulgaria. 

§ 160. Procedure of appraisal in Thrace, In Thrace the 
procedure of appraisal of buildings and building lands was 
different. Such appraisal was not made by the Sub-Commis- 
sions, acting on the advice of expert architects, but by a staff 
of two architects, a Greek and a Bulgarian. It was thought 
that by the collaboration of the representatives of the two 
countries the expert work might be simplified and speeded 
up.^^ In case, however, the two experts did not agree, decisions 
of appraisal were taken by the Sub-Commissions of Thrace. 
These architects submitted to the Commission a report on 
their method of expert appraisal, including the establishment 
of a local tariff for each village. This method, which was ap- 
proved by the Commission,’'* was as follows. On arriving in 
a village for the appraisal of buildings, the experts analyzed, 
on the basis of the general tariff, a number of typical build- 
ings of the village. This computation gave the average price 
per cubic metre of a building. For the remaining buildings 
it was sufficient to find the cubic metres and apply the aver- 
age price found by the typical buildings. The annexes and 
accessories were appraised separately for each immovable 
property and their value was added to the value of the prin- 
cipal building. Thus, the expert findings dealt distinctly with: 
(1) the value of the land; (2) the value of the principal 
building; (3) the value of the accessories; and (4) the value 

*» Proo^s-Verbaux, xxvij, 416th meet., pp. 6-7, The Greek member agreed 
to this appointmeat. See also Prooes-Verbaux, sxviii, 428th meet,, July 12, 
1928, p. 4. 

1’’ Proofe-Verbaux, xv, 292d meet,, September 18, 1926, p. 1881. 

M Pxocfet-Verbaux, xvd, 3l6th meet., January 14, 1937, pp. 3103, 3103. 
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of annexes. Lastly, the reports of the expert examination of 
each village were accompanied with a descriptive note upon 
the village and a list indicating the price-units of all the mate- 
rials entering into the construction of the buildings of the 
village. This was the local tariff, and rendered possible the 
control of the work of the experts at every step. 

The system of expert appraisal in Thrace by the two 
experts representing the two countries did not prove entirely 
satisfactory. The Greek member of the Commission asked the 
substitution of Mr. Mavromatis for the original Greek repre- 
sentative, Mr. Bogatsoglou ; then he became dissatisfied with 
Mr. Mavromatis, and asked that he be replaced by a third 
architect. The Commission refused to accept the resignation of 
Mr. Mavromatis, since this would necessitate the remaking 
of 2000 appraisals actually in progress.^® 

§ 161. Value at the time of liquidation. The appraisal of 
buildings was, in general, the most difficult task in the process 
of liquidation. A groat deal of arbitrary judgment prevailed 
in finding the “real value at the time of liquidation.” The 
term “time of liquidation” was interpreted to mean the time 
when the expert architects visited the villages where such 
buildings wore situated. The real value of ruined or destroyed 
buildings was found by taking into account all kinds of fac- 
tors, such as the possibility of rebuilding a certain village, 
the use of the ruins by the inhabitants of such village, etc.®® 
Thus, in the case of Achtopol, a fishing town, deserted by the 
Greek emigrants in 1906 and ruined since, no depreciation of 
the ruins was admitted by the Commission by reason of aban- 
donment and the disinclination of Bulgarians for the fishing 
industry. It was thought that the new generation born on the 
seacoast would adapt itself to the lucrative maritime condi- 
tions of the place.®^ 

To buildings which were not examined and appraised by 
the architects on their visit to a village, the average value of 

1® ProoSs-Verbaux, xx, 353d meet., July 9. 1027, p. 14, 
so Reports of the neutral expert architect under dates of November 29, 
1927 (MaO), and Deftember 5, 1927 (M30), canceming the ruins of Zarovo 
and Moutoulovo. 

siProcfes-Veibaux, xxvii, 417th meet, May 19, 1928, pp. 6tf. 
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similar buildings examined by tbe architects in the village was 
assigned.^^ 

§ 162. Honoraria of architects. The expert architects re- 
ceived honoraria for their expert examinations of buildings 
and building lands. A specific sum for each building exam- 
ined and appraised by them was paid by the Commission, this 
sum being proportional to the importance of the building. 
Thus, for a two-story house with annexes and accessories 
forming part thereof, the honorarium was 300 drachmas in 
Macedonia; for a one-story house with annexes and acces- 
sories, the honorarium was 250 drachmas; for annexes located 
outside the residential sections and lands of such annexes, 75 
drachmas; and for lands without buildings, 50 drachmas. 

§ 163. Appraisal of saltworks. Certain classes of industrial 
buildings could not be dealt with by the above ordinary meth- 
ods of appraisal. The salt works on the coast of the Black Sea, 
especially in the region of Anchialo, were properties of this 
kind. Their value depended on their product, the general ex- 
penses, the cost of the product, etc, A functionary of the 
Secretariat of the Commission, Mr, Tarnovsky, was charged 
with making a study of the above factors of the value of salt 
works. He was directed to examine, among other things, the 
accounts of the German firm of Mannesmann at Anchialo.®* 
All appraisals of salt works made in the meantime by the ex- 
pert architect Mr. Stavroff were held in suspense,®® with the 
exception of some salt works of small importance®® which 
had none of the industrial elements with which the Mixed 
Commission was concerned. 

Mr. Stavroff’s appraisals and Mr. Tarnovsky’s thorough 
study of the general conditions of exploitation of the salt 
works at Anchialo, together with a report by M. Savoie, the 

Piocosv-Wrbaus. xxui, 37StIi meet., Oetobor 21, 1927, p. 9; xxv, 400th 
meet., Febraaiy 14, 1928, p. 9. 

23 rroeds-VeibaiK, xii, 242d meet., Qclobor 9, 1925, p. 1533. Equivalent 
honoraria were paid to Mr. Stavroff for his expert work in Bulgaria; the two 
experts in Thmce divided between themselves honomria equal to those paid 
to expert architects in Macedonia. The honoraria were raised and modihed in 
November, 1926. Proefes-Verbnux, xvi, 298th meet., p. 1925. 

proc js-Verbaux, xxiiij 381st meet., November 10, 1937, p. 2. 

s» ProcJs-Verbaiix, xxvii, 420th meet.. May 29, 192^ p. 2. 

3* Prochs-Verbaux. xxviii, 425th meet., June 30, 1928, p. 3. 
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expert .architect of (he Mixed Commission, formed the sub- 
ject of (liscussLou by the members of the Mixed Commission.” 
These experts did not agree cither on the annual production 
of salt, on the selling price of salt, or on the expenses of 
production and the maintenance of the salt works. The Com- 
mission distinguished the salt works called Golem-Gheren, 
which had the character of large industries, from the smaller 
salt works. 

Concerning the former, the Greek member maintained 
that the annual average production of the seven years 1921- 
27 was 18,700 sacks of salt; that the average price was 96 
leva for 100 kilogrammes; that the general annual expenses 
amounted to about 600,000 leva; and that the annual net 
revenue was 1,178,000 leva. He thus estimated the real value 
of the salt works of Golem-Gheren, with a capitalization rate 
of twenty, as in the case of forests, as 23,562,000 leva. On the 
contrary, the Bulgarian member of the Commission contended 
that the annual production was 13,000 sacks of salt, the price 
81 leva per 100 kilogrammes, and the net revenue 403,000 
leva. By capitalizing this revenue at the rate of ten, as with 
ordinary buildings, he estimated the real value of the same 
salt works as 4,030,000 leva. The neutral members of the 
Commission adopted the view that the capitalization rate 
should be ten, and that on the basis of the accounts of the 
owners of Golem-Gheren the annual average production was 
14,670 sacks of salt. They proposed the price of 7,713,000 leva 
for the liquidation of the salt works in question. This pro- 
posal was accepted as the decision of the Commission by the 
majority vote of the neutral member and the President and 
against the protests of the Greek and Bulgarian members. 

The small salt works formed the subject of expert ap- 
praisal on the part of the architect Mr, Stavroff, Appeals 
against his findings and the decisions of the Sub-Commissions 
were taken by both the Greek and Bulgarian representatives. 
The expert architect of the Mixed Commission, M. Savoie, 
went to the place and made a study of the various factors on 
which the appraisal was based, and proposed an increase of 

Proefes-Verbaux, xxxi, 451st meet., October 31, 192S, pp. 1-12. 
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12% on the prices fixed by Mr. Stavroff. The average annual 
production of each salt work was estimated to be 20 sacks 
of salt, the expenses of production 45 leva for each sack, and 
the price of the salt 90 leva per 100 kilogrammes. It was pro- 
posed to adopt a capitalization rate of twenty. The Commis- 
sion thought that the increase proposed by M. Savoie was too 
generous, and adopted instead an increase of 8% on the ap- 
praisals made by Mr. Stavroff.-® 

The salt works of Malak-Gheren were reckoned interme- 
diate between the large and small salt works. They comprised 
150 wells, 16 reservoirs, 2 deposits, and an oil motor, Mr. 
Stavroff had proposed the price of 1,755,480 leva. M. Savoie 
proposed an increase of 12% of this amount.®® The Commis- 
sion adopted this increase and liquidated the property for 
1,966,137 leva, 

§ 164. Appraisal of miEs. Special difficulties also arose in 
connection with the appraisal of mills. There were in Greece 
as well as in Bulgaria two categories of mills; the modern 
nulls with modem machinei'y and the rustic mills with one, 
two, or more mill stones on wooden axes. They presented dif- 
ficult questions, such as value of construction, advantages 
in the position of the mill, the importance of its commercial 
outlets, the existence and value of water rights, etc. Funda- 
mentally the mills were aU industrial undertakings, and their 
revenue capitalized would always give their real value. 

But this revenue was not easy to find. Owners of small 
mills kept no books of accounts, and their testimony could not 
be sufficient proof. Besides, many mills had been abandoned, 
and their value at the time of the liquidation had to be de- 
termined on another basis than that of revenue. 

Necessarily, then, the appraisal should take into account, 
besides the value of buildings, machinery, and accessories, cer- 
tain other factors. The land, for instance, on which a mill was 
erected had a special value as being in a place where water 
was available. 

The appraisal of mills, as of other buildings, was made by 

**Proc6s-Veit)aux, xxxi, 466fcii meet., November 14, 1928, p. 18. 

M The Greek member mamtamed that the real value amounted to 8,020,000 
leva; the Bulgarian member argued for the price of 8^7,740 leva. 
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the Sub-Commission with the aid of the expert architects. 
The lands on which mills were erected were appraised as 
building lands of the first category of the village concerned.®® 
In the case of ruined millSj the reasons for their abandonment 
were considered, that is, whether the abandonment was com- 
pulsory or came from the fact that the mill could no longer 
be used because of the change of natural or economic condi- 
tions. Whenever the revenue could be ascertained, it was capi- 
talized at the rate of 10%.®^ 

For some time water rights were not taken into account in 
the appraisal of mills in Macedonia, on the assumption that 
the use of water belonged not to the owner of the mills ex- 
clusively but to all riparian owners who irrigated their lands.®® 
However, Mr. Stavroff, the expert architect in Bulgaria, in- 
cluded water rights in the appraisals made by him of Greek 
mills in Bulgaria.®® Consequently, M. Savoie, the neutral ex- 
pert architect, was asked to make a report on the method of 
appraisal of mills and in particular of their water power. This 
report, suggesting certain general coefficients of increase of 
prices, was submitted by M. Savoie and Mr. Houssa, Director 
of the Centre of Saloniki, to the Mixed Commission on Febru- 
ary 7, 1928, and approved by it February 24, 1928.®* 

Since it was found that the appraisal of mills was made 
differently in Bulgaria and Greece, M. Savoie and Mr. Stav- 
roflf wore asked to go over these appraisals and revise them 
so as to achieve a reciprocity. This was done, as the two ex- 
perts informed the Commission by their report of November 
17, 1928. This revision seemed to have resulted in low prices 
for mills in Greece and Bulgaria alike; and the Commission, 
by the vote of the two neutral members, increased by 10 9^ 
all the prices proposed by the two experts,®® 

Letter of M . Savoie to the President of the Mixed Comniission, No. 
7372/10-2^ of May 26, 1927. and annexed Note A, dated May 24, 1927. 

^'•M. Savoie’s Notice No. 2 concerning the appiaisal of mills in Mace- 
donia, Thiace, and Bulgaria, dated July 26, 1927. 

0® Letter No. 9131A-397, dated September IS, 1926, of the Director of the 
Centre of Saloniki to the President of the Mixed Commission. 

»“ Letter No. 390, August 8, 1927, of the Bulgarian member to the President 
of the Mixed Commission. 

®*Proofe3-Veibaux, xxv, 401st and 402d meet. 

Proo6s-Verbaux, xxxiv, 485lh meet.. May 23, 1929, p, 21. 
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§ 165. Filing claims for debts of emigrants. The final 
liquidation of an emigrant’s property involved certain other 
matters. The emigrant might have money obligations in the 
country of his origin or he might owe taxes to the treasury 
of tliut country, thi the other hand, the state might owe him 
money on aecouut of rent or indemnity for the use of his 
property. These factors affwti’d the final liquidation. 

It has ht'cn already seen in another connection ^ that can- 
didtite.s for emigration, imlei5.s they were indigent persons, 
were granted pas.ses hv the Sub-f'oiumissions for their emi- 
gration only on the presentation of a certificate of the fiscal 
aiitlH>ritit'«- ^howin^ that their taxe.s were paid. Furthermore, 
tile Suh-( ’onmiisMous. on the receipt of applications for the 
liquidation of the jirtipert ies of emigrants from a village, had a 
notice to the piil>U<‘ posted in the town hall of that village, 
inviting persons ciaiiuing rights in the properties to present 
their objections to the liquidation within a specified period. 
Among such rights mortgages w'erc included. In view of the 
* Sec ClTupter rv, 

2tK 
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departure of many emigrajits before the liquidation of their 
properties, the Conamission mstrueted the Sub-Commi&sions 
to ask the emigrants to file a certificate of a public adminis- 
tration showing their debts to the Treasury and the National 
and Agricultural Banks and those registered in the Mort- 
gage Office. In many cases the emigrants comphed with this 
instruction, and on depositing the above certificate added 
their consent for the payment of the amount of such debts 
from the amount of the liquidation of their properties. 

From January 1, 1926,® for the determination of the 
amount of the debts of emigrants to the Treasury authori- 
ties and the National Bank or Agricultural Bank and of 
debts registered at the Mortgage Office, the Sub-Commissions 
baaed their decisions on the certificates issued by the above 
administrations. These certificates were filed by the emigrants 
at the time of their departure, or, on their failure to do so, 
procured by the Sub-Commissions by addressing a letter to the 
public administrations. This letter informed the latter that 
the certificate should be sent m within thirty days.® 

After December 1, 1927,'* the claims of public adminis- 
trations were addressed to the Centres, where the files of the 
emigrants were being compiled. Any claims from this source, 
reaching the Centre after the expiration of the period of one 
month from the date on which such administrations were re- 
quested to communicate the taxes or debts due by the emi- 
grant, were not taken in consideration. 

As objections of interested parties and third persons gen- 
erally could be received, according to a decision of the Com- 
mission of February 12, 1927,® until the moment of the ex- 
amination of the files by the Reporting Committee, bilateral 


^Prooes-Yeibaux, xju, 2Slsfc meet., Decembei 23,_ 1026, p, 1595, 

® Oa the explicit lequeet of the inteioBted administiation, the Sub-Cotamia- 
sioa might, by exception and in conoietp rasps, extend thi‘» period to_ sixty 
days. The Commission reserved the light to take into coiisidciation claims of 
a public aclmmistratiou filed after the expiration of the above petlod but 
before the liquidation of the pioperty of the omi^ant. See, for instance, casps 
m w^ch late claims were taken into consideiation, in Procds-Veibaux, xvi, 
303d meet , November 27, 1926, and oases in which the Commission lefuMd 
to accept such claims, ibid. 

* Procfes-Veibaux, xxm, 382d meet, November 16, 1927, p. 8 . 

®Procfes-Vorbaux, xvii, 322d meet., p. 2168. 
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agreements for payiiieuts of debts were received within all 
this period. In fact, the Comimssion received directly a great 
number of bilateral agreements after the completion of the 
files and while they were before the Reporting Committee. 

This situation was changed after July 15, 1928.® Claims 
of third parties or emigrants reaching the Mixed Commis- 
sion directly were not taken in consideration. Claims reach- 
ing the chief of tiie compiling service were taken into ac- 
count only if they w('re received before the final completion 
of the file.s. 

The amount id" the debts, determined as above, was debited 
h> the emigrant and counuumcated to him with the decision 
of appraisal.’’ His objections were received until the expira- 
tion of the time fixed for the filing of objections in regard to 
the appraised value and the establishment of the property 
rights. 

§ 166, Suspension of execution by creditors. In the mean- 
time the C'omniission took measures for preventing the exe- 
cution of jurlgments or attachments against properties of 
emigrants. It adopted a decision to the effect that it would pay 
private debts of emigrants, recognized by the emigrant or 
for which a decision for seizure had been obtained and notice 
thereof given to the Coimnission, at the time of liquidating 
their properties.'* Following this decision, the two contracting 
countries took steps for suspending all measures of execution 
by creditors emigrants,® 

§ 167. Uncontested or non-contestablc and contested 
debts. The Plan of Payment arloptefl August 14, 1926,^® made 

® Prol■^^-Vp^bEtnx. xitviii, I24th raret , June 26, 1928, pp. 4, 9. 

^ AlthouKh, m gmemi, no finignint rotiUl leave hia country of ori^ with- 
out twwntjnjf A rcrtifiiMtc of pujinent of taxes, the Sub-CommissTotts and 
later the eompilitii; w-tvues always asked from the public adininistrutions a 
eertifiente of the position of the einicmint. Kor the property was usually not 
trausfeind to th<‘ si.ire until lonit aftei the enuKwtion of the emigrantB, and 
therefore eontiniied to tie taxable, 

» ProefrH-Verbaux, xii, aSl^t meet, June 30, 1026, p. 1443. 

however, the important iw of the Urt'ek emigrant Theodor Nikoioff 
of Hashkuvo m Btiliiuna, in which everything wax dune to prevent the Com- 
miiswn ttiul its agencies from proeceding to the hqiiidation of the emigrant’s 
property; St»lly the whole folder wni stolen while it was being trantferred by 
hia attorney frutn the Centre of c^nfia to the competent Sub-Conuxussion. 
Ptecia-Verfaavi*, xx, 364th meet,. August 26. 1027. annex 6. 

Although this Pton was not approved by the two govomments, its pro- 



251 


DEBTS AND INDEMNITIES 

a distinction between non-contested (acknowledged private 
debts) ” or non-con testable debts (debts to public adminis- 
trations, debts established by final judgment and followed by 
seizure with notice to the Commission, and mortgage debts), 
and debts which were disputed by the emigrant. Debts of the 
first class were charged against the emigrant by the Hub- 
Commissions and were deducted from his credit account.^^ 

As regards the debts which were contested by the emi- 
grant, the Mixed Commission did not intervene except in 
two cases: (1) when the competent judicial authority had 
allowed to the creditor the seizure of the emigrant'.s property 
and oflfieial notice of this was sent to the Commission before 
its decision for liquidation; and (2) when a judgment of the 
court of first instance had been handed down against the emi- 
grant and notice thereof sent to the Commis.sion before its 
decision for liquidation, but the emigrant had taken an ap- 
peal therefrom. 

In these two cases the question of the payment of the debt 
was postponed until a final decision or an agreement of the 
parties was reached. The Commission reserved temporarily a 
part of the liquidation amount due the emigrant sufficient 
to cover the debt, interest, and court costs.^® These were the 
only cases of debts contested by the emigrant in which the 
Commission intervened in favor of creditors. The latter were 
compelled, therefore, to prosecute their claims, in case they 
were contested by the emigrant, so as to secure a decision 
allowing the seizure or a Judgment of the court of first in- 
stance recognizing their claim. If they succeeded in either 
measure and notified the Mixed Commission, the amount nec- 
essary for the payment of their debts was reserved by it. 

viiions concerning the debts of emigrants entered into effect, by specific de- 
cision of the Commission, on August 14, 1926. See Proc6.<j-Verbaux, xv, 279th 
meet., p. 1789. 

Such dobts were not the mere promises of the debtor to pay his debt, 
but explicit agreements of the debtor to settle lus debt by means of the 
liquidation amount of lii.s property. When such explicit ogreement did not 
exist, the debt belonged to the second category of contestable debts. See 
Prooes-Verbaux, xxviii, ^IsL meet , Jrme 12, 1928, p. 4, 

12 The method of payment of these debts is dealt with in Chapter XV. 

i®In case the final judgment was against the creditor, the retained sum 
was returned to the emigrant. See Prools-Verbaux, xxviii, 421st meet., June 
12, 1928, p. 6. 
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§ 168. Abuses with respect to acknowledged debts. The 
category of debts acknowledged by the emigrants, which the 
Commission deducted from the liquidation amount, gave rise 
to difficulties and abuses. On the one hand, as these acknowl- 
edgments were embodied in writings of various forms which 
were sometimes repudiated by the emigrants, it was neces- 
sary to examine the genuineness of these documents. On the 
other hand, as the Plan of Payment provided that debts were 
paid entirely in cash, although the cash payment to the emi- 
grant could not exceed 10%, fictitious acknowledgments of 
debts were presented by third parties in collusion with the 
emigrants. The Commission considered the desirability of giv- 
ing up the attempt to pay debts of emigrants merely ac- 
knowledged by them and of paying only the debts to the pub- 
lic administrations (state, commune, etc.), the National and 
Agricultural Banks, and those registered at the Mortgage 
Oflaces.^^ 

On December 18, 1928/® the Commission decided that 
acknowledged debts of emigrants to third persons in the coun- 
try to which they were emigrating were not to be considered 
unless the,‘!8 persons were lawyers and claimed fees for their 
services. This decision, taken at so late a time, was deemed by 
the Greek member to concern especially liquidations of Greek 
emigrants and to favor Bulgarian creditors more than Greek 
creditors and caused many protests on his part. The Bulgarian 
government apparently had paid a large sum of money over 
the 10% for debts of Greek emigrants to creditors in Greece. 

§ 169, Abuses with respect to debts to public administra- 
tions. The debts of emigrants to public administrations were 
accepted for a long time by the Mixed Commission as non- 
contestable and were deducted from the liquidation amount 
of the emigrant. No serious difficulties arose in the first two 
or three years of the work of liquidation. In the following 
years the claims of public administrations in Bulgaria against 
Greek emigrants increased to such an extent that at one time 
the Greek representative at the Centre of Sofia refused to 

wPracla-Verbaux, xxvii, 4t6tli meet.. May 0, 1928, pp. 2ff. 

**Proo68-Yerbaux, xxxii, 467th meet., p. 30. 
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sign the files. All explanation was asked by the Mixed Coni- 
aiissioii; and an investigation by the neutral member of the 
Commission followed, which disclosed the following facts.'’*' 

The average debts of Bulgarian emigrants claimed by the 
Greek administrations from September 15, 1924, to August 
27, 1926, amounted to 0.144% of the appraisal of their prop- 
erties. In the first quarter of 1927 this average was further 
decreased to 0.04%. On the contrary, the Bulgarian adminis- 
trations claimed against Greek emigrants debts from taxes 
amounting for the period from March 31, 1D24, to November 
20, 1926, to an average of 1.35%, for the period from Febru- 
ary 12 to March 2, 1927, to an average of 2.61%, and from 
October 8, 1927, to December 24, 1927, to an average of 
6.04%. Not only had the average of charges so increased, but 
there were cases where the Bulgarian treasury authorities 
claimed a charge of 10, 20, 30, 60, and more than 100% of the 
value of the property. The neutral member concluded that it 
was difficult to understand this increase in charges, and that 
the existing situation could not be allowed to continue. The 
Bulgarian member argued, in particular, that as the date of 
transfer of the properties to the state in Bulgaria was later 
than in Greece, since Greek emigrants left Bulgaria at a later 
period, the taxes charged against them were higher. However, 
the neutral member stated that the explanations given by the 
Bulgarian administrations for the heavy charges were inad- 
missible. 

In view of these conditions, the Commission decided that 
the principle of non-contestability of debts of emigrants to 
public administrations should be qualified as follows.’^''^ The 
amount of the claim exceeding 3% of the liquidation amount 
of the properties of the emigrant would not be taken into 
consideration or debited to the emigrant. Moreover, in the 
case of new emigrants, if the file contained a certificate of 
payment of taxes which was issued after the transfer of the 
property to the state, no claim of the public authorities was 
to be taken into consideration. In the case of former emi- 


iBProofes-Vejbaux, xxv, 402d meet., l?6biiiary 24, 1928, pp. 10 ff, 
Procts-Verbaux, xxv, 403d meet., Febuiary 26, 1928, pp. 10 ff. 
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grants, if the transfer of their property to the state was made 
after January 1, 1925, and there existed in the file a certifi- 
cate of any dale showing that the owner paid his taxes, no 
claim of the administrations was to be taken into account. If 
the date of transfer was a date prior to January 1, 1925, no 
taxes were due by former emigrants.'* 

The above decision dealt with claims of public adminis- 
trations in general. The modes of application of the decision 
were determined by the President of the Commission, who 
was charged with this task. Against the protests of the Bul- 
garian member, the Coininission approved the procedure 
adopted by the President, which restricted the claims of the 
administrations to 3% of the liquidation amount, whether 
they represented taxes imposed on the liquidated property or 
other kinds of taxes, fines unposed by taxation laws, or other 
debts of the emigrant to the state. Indeed, only the interpre- 
tation of the decision in this way could secure the emigrant 
against excessive claims on the part of the administration. 

§ 170. Principles of equity applied by the Commission, 
In the solution of the question arising m respect to debts of 
emigrants the Commission followed rules of equity more than 
strict legal principles. In cases, for instance, of mortgage debts 
or taxes encumbering a property belonging in part to an emi- 
grant and in part to a non-emigrant, the former was charged 
with the part of the debt proportional to his part of the es- 
tate, although, according to the law of the country where the 
property was situated, the 'creditor and the state had the right 
to claim payment of the entire debt or tax from the one of 
the co-debtors, namely, the emigrant. If the emigrant had 
been compelled to pay the entire amomit of the debt, he 
would have had difficulty after his emigration in collecting the 
part due by the co-owner.-** 

The payment of the debts was governed by the law of the 

I® By a decision of the Commission, December 29, 1923, the two govern- 
ments were u>kod, on the basis of lecipiocity, to claim no taxes against foimer 
emigrants and iffngoes, for the time intervening between the abandonment of 
thoir properties and their reinatalktion, in excess of the revenues which they 
received or were to receive. Procte-Verbaux, viii, 163d meet., p. 1048. 

wproefes-Verbaux, xxvi, 409th meet., April 4, 1628, pp. 9C. 

See each case in ProcSs-Verbaux, xxvi. 407th. meet., March 24, 1928, p. 7, 
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country where the debt was Lo bo paid. Thus, the obligation 
to pay interests on the debt ceased if there was a moratorium 
in the country in question. Similarly, a debt in gold was pay- 
able by the Commission in currency notes, if the law of the 
same country was to this effect.'^^ 

§ 171. Mortgage debts. Mortgage debts were further dealt 
with as follows: (1) if both the creditor and the debtor 
emigrated, the mortgage was cancelled by payment of the 
creditor made through the liquidation accounts of the two 
parties. The debtor was debited and the creditor credited with 
the amount of the debt; (2) if the creditor did not emigrate, 
the debtor’s liquidation account was debited with the amount 
of the debt and the property passed to the state encumbered 
with the mortgage; (3) if the creditor only emigrated, his 
relations with the debtor were not modified. He continued to 
have the right to proceed against the debtor. 

§ 172. Debts to attorneys of emigrants. A special cate- 
gory of claims settled by the Commission were those arising 
from services of lawyers to emigrants. A decision of June 30, 
1925,“® provided that the debts of emigrants to attorneys, 
members of the bar of the two countries, could be paid by the 
Commission in case there was a bilateral agreement between 
attorney and emigrant and such agreement was included in 
the file. Powers of attorney and revocations of such powers 
could be filed with the Mixed Commission until the time of 
examination of the files by the Reporting Committee,®* A 
result of the revocation of the power was the annulment of 
the bilateral agreement concerning the payment of the fee 
due an attorney. From July 15, 1928, claims of attorneys, as 
well as powers and revocations, could not be taken into con- 
sideration unless received by the compiling service before the 
final completion of the corresponding file.®® 

Proofes-Verbaux, xxvi, 411th meet., April 11, 1928, p. 19; sxvii, 420th 
meet.. May 29, 1928, pp. 17-18; xxx, 440th meet., September 28, 1928, pp. 6-6. 
aa Prools-Verbaux, xii, 235th meet., July 28, 1925, p. 1481. 
aa Proo^s-Verbaux, xii, 231st meet., p. 1443. 
a* Procfea-Veibaux, xxii, 372d meet., October 8, 1927, p. 0. 
an The Commission reduced, by a certain percentage the fees of attorneys, 
taking into account the depreciation of the bonds received by emigrants. See 
Proofes-Vei-baux, xxx, 442d meet., October 3, 1928, p. 14, 
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§ 173, Indemnities and revenues due emigrants. As we 
have seen in another connection, the Rules cancelled all ex- 
ceptional measures taken against properties of persons who 
had emigrated before the coming into force of the Conven- 
tion respecting Reciprocal Emigration, They provided that 
such persons had a right to the revenue received by the state 
or by the sequestrator from the date of confiscation or act of 
sequestration to the date of r^toration of the property to the 
legally entitled persons.^® This revenue was to be paid through 
the medium of the Mixed Commission. For any damage to 
such property done after October 4, 1920, by the act or negli- 
gence of the authorities charged with its administration and 
keeping, an indemnity was due to the proprietors.®^ 

Further decisions of the Commission taken after the adop- 
tion of the Rules specified other cases in which emigrants had 
a right to receive payment from uses made of their proper- 
ties. Thus, they were entitled to the payment of rent on 
properties used by public administrations for all the time 
such use continued. The amount of such rent, whenever it was 
not fixed at the time by the administration or the sequestra- 
tor. was estimated by the Mixed Commission, in accordance 
with the prevailing rent at the particular period and in the 
rate of exchange of the money at that time,®* 

The farmers who were candidates for emigration were ad- 
vised by the Sub-Commissions not to emigrate before the 
harvesting of their fields. In case, however, they wished to 
depart at an earlier time, and the local authorities were dis- 
posed to settle refugees competent to do the harvesting, the 
candidates for emigration could leave without gathering the 
crops of their fields. In such cases the Sub-Commissions, at 
the time of appraising the lands, determined separately the 
value of the soil and the value of the crops at the stage in 

*®The state determined the revenue which was due to the emigrant for 
the specified period. This was to be paid to the ettugiant rMardlesa of 
whether the state had collected it or not. See decision of the Commissiaii, 
Proote-Verbaux, xiii, S62d meet., February 3, 1926, p. 1603 

Billet articles 69, 70 For the conditions and limitations of application 
of these rules sec iujiin, Chapter V, pp. 131 if. 

®s Proefca-Verbaux, viii, 163d meet, September 22, 1923, p, 1002. 
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which they were ai the date of the emigration. The same 
rule prevailed, by exception, in other cases where serious rea- 
sons had caused the sudden emigration of the owners before 
the harvest.^® 

§ 174. Indemnity for dispossession of emigrants. As has 
been seen above,**" the Conunission took special measures in 
favor of candidates for emigration at the time the Greek 
refugees from Asia Minor poured into Macedonia and Thrace, 
and the Bulgarian refugees from those last provinces took pos- 
session of properties of Greeks in Bulgaria. It intervened m 
order to distribute the refugees in the best possible way and 
to place the soil at the disposal of the refugees, m case the 
emigrants were not desirous of cultivating it before their emi- 
gration. It also decided to indemnify the emigrants who, al- 
though remaining in their homes, were deprived of their lands 
and so unable to procure subsistence. The payment of a spe- 
cial indemnity in such cases was decided upon by the Commis- 
sion on February 3, 1925.®* This indemnity was rather high, 
and was iniondocl at the same time to indemnify persons de- 
prived of their lands and to encourage them to leave the 
country of origin and search for new lands in the country of 
immigration, since after the settlement of the refugees both 
populations could not live on the same lands. If such candi- 
dates for emigration were willing to leave after April 15, 
1925,®“ they were granted a special indemnity equal to 12^ 
of the value of their lands as this value was determined by 
the Mixed Commission at the liquidation. Such indemnity, 
however, could not exceed 20,000 leva in Bulgaria and 8000 
drachmas in Greece per family of farmers. 

The indemnity was paid because the candidates for emi- 
gration were dispossessed of their lands and were unable to 
cultivate them for their subsistence for the year 1925. But 
the dispossessions continued after the above decision of 
February 3, 1925, and lands sown by candidates for emigra- 
tion wore granted to refugees in both countries. In such eases, 

*0 Pioo^B-Verbaux, ix, 188th meet, June 2, 1024, p. 1137. 

See supra, Chapter XV, pp. 108 ff. 

®ipioces-Vorbaux, xi, 222d meet, p. 1371 

s® And by special approval of the Sub-Commissions after Marcn 1, 1925. 
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the Coramissiou decided on May 2, 1925, the above indem- 
nity of 12% of the value of the lands was paid without the 
maximum limit, and to this was added the value of the seed. 
And as emigrants continued to be dispossessed in the years 
following 1925, while they still remained in the country of 
origin awaiting the liquidation of their properties, the Com- 
mission, in order to give effect to article 20 of the Rules, which 
provided that no emigrant should be dispossessed of his prop- 
erty before receiving entire payment, decided '** that the in- 
demnity of 12% should bear interest from the first day of 
November of the first year of dispossession. To emigrants who 
were deprived of their harvest or vintage, without being dis- 
possessed of their properties, an indemnity of 6% on the value 
of their lands was allowed. 

The Sub-Commissions were instructed to collect all neces- 
sary information from interested parties, delegations of emi- 
grants, members of Sub-Commissions, local authorities, etc,, 
and to take decisions as to whether the indemnity was due 
to all the emigrants of a village or to some among them, and 
as to the total proportion of cultivable lands to which the 
indemnity should be applied. No appeal from these deci- 
sions of the Sub-Commissions could be taken. 

§ 175, Applications of emigrants. Save for these ex-officio 
investigations and decisions of the Sub-Commissions, the in- 
terested parties were required to file applications for the pay- 
ment of revenues collected by the state from the property of 
emigrants and for indemnities. These applications contained 
a description of the property; they specified the amounts of 
revenues, if known, or the damage done, and all other neces- 
sary factors. The applications were submitted to the Mixed 
Commission or the competent Sub-Commission. The period 
within which applications should be filed was step by step 
extended until December 15, 1926, for Bulgarian emigrants 
from Greece, The Commission continued to accept applica- 
tions after the expiration of this period in exceptional oases 
until August 1, 1928.®“ 

**Proc6a-Verbaux, xii. 238th meet., p. 1411. 

»iProc&&*V6rt)aux, xix, 349th meet,, Juno 18, 192V, pp, 4£E. 

*»Piroci>s-Verbaux, xxvii, 42(tth meet. May 29, 1928, p. 22 end annex 5.. 
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§ 176. Transfer of possession to the State. The question 
of taxes clue by the emigrant in his country of origin and of 
indemnities and rents due to the emigrant by reason of the 
use of his property was connected with the question of the 
transfer of the emigrant’s property to the state in the terri- 
tory of which it was situated. At the moment of such transfer 
the liabilities and rights of the emigrant ceased. Article 21 of 
the Rules, in accordance with the last sentence of Article 10 
of the Convention respecting Reciprocal Emigration, pro- 
vided that after the payment by the Commission of the price 
of his property to the emigrant, such property was acquired 
by the state in whose territory it was situated. 

Although the ownership of the liquidated property was 
transferred as provided by the Rules, possession by the state 
of emigrants’ property might be acquired earlier or later. The 
liabilities and rights of emigrants were determined by the 
transfer of possession rather than of ownership. A decision 
of the Commission,^” at an eai’ly period, provided that emi- 
grants could continue to live in, or possess, property liqui- 
dated and transferred to the state without any charge mrtil 
the day when the competent authority should present itself 
to take possession. This decision received hardly any appli- 
cation, the emigrants having, as a rule, left their homes long 
before the liquidation of their properties and the payment. 
Later the Commission laid down the principle that the 
date of transfer of possession of liquidated properties was 
the first day of the second month that followed the meeting 
of the Commission at which the decision of liquidation of the 
property in question was taken. A general exception, however, 
was made of the cases in which the competent Sub-Commis- 
sion had proposed a definite date for the transfer of posses- 
sion. The Commission ratified such proposals of the Sub-Com- 
missions, and the date proposed by them remained in effect. 

The exception concerned very numerous cases of emi- 
grants who left definitively their country of origin without 
waiting for the liquidation of their properties. In such cases 

««Proofes-Vei’baux, ix, 187th meet., May 27, 1024, p. 1136. 

Proc6s-Vei'baux, xv, 290th meet, September 16, 1926, p. 1862. 
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the Sub-Coimnifisions infonucd the competent administrative 
authorities and invited them to take possession of the prop- 
er lies.'^'* Possession could thus be taken by the state before 
payment of the liquidation price of the property. In case 
possession was taken by the state, the Sub-Commissions were 
instructed to fix the date of the transfer of possession.*® 
Notice of the fixiiiR of this date was sent to the competent 
authorities as well as to the interested parties. 

§ 177. Consequences of transfer of possession. By the 
transfer of possession of t^e property to the state, all the 
benefits of the property were transferred, although the state 
did not acquire ownership until payment of the liquidation 
price. Consequently, the Commission determined as follows 
the consequences of the transfer of possession: '‘® 

(1) The risks were no longer borne by the emigrant. Any 
deterioration of the property or total or partial destruction 
concerned only the state. 

(2) The emigrant was no longer liable for taxes on the 
property. 

(3) The leases previously made by the emigrant had no 
longer any effects as regarded him. He was free for the future 
from all obligations to the tenant. The future rents were pay- 
able to the state. 

(4) The interest on the liquidation price ran from this 
date.*^ 

In the case of properties of emigrants expropriated by the 
state, which were reappraised by the Mixed Commission,^* 
the dale of transfer of possession was deemed to be the day 
on which the emigrant lost the enjoyment of his property, 
namely, the day on which possession was taken by the authori- 
se Proeesi-Verbaux, ix, 195tli meet., yeptembor 2, 1924, p. 1194: xi, 203d 
meet., October 22, 1924, p. 1271. 

so Proces-Verbuux, xi, 211tU meet, Kovemhor 14, 1924, p, 1308. In case an 
Dmigrant poS'&es'sed several pieeea of propoilv which were transferred to the 
posses'-ion of the State at xanous periode, the Sub-Commissions could fix a 
single date of transfer for all. Sec xii, 231at meet., June 30, 1025, p. 1443. 

*0 Proefes-Verbattx, xii, 242d meet, October 0, 1925, p. 1637; and xv, 290th 
meet., September 16, 1926, p, 1862. 

In case the date of tiansfer of possession was fixed by the Sub-Commis- 
sions, the interest began from the first day of tiie second month following 
such date. 

*0 Proefe-Verbaux, vii, 140th meet, April 18, 1923, pp, 907-910. 
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ties of the si ate. Consequently, all rents or revenues of such 
properties paid by the state to the emigrant for the time fol- 
lowing such date were refunded to the state by the Commis- 
sion at the moment of liquidation. 

§ 178. Pensions of emigrants. An indemnity was also to 
be granted to emigrants for the paid-up value of their pen- 
sions. The Commission thought that pensions were “pecu- 
niary rights” of emigrants, and should not be affected by 
“the exercise of the right of emigration” as provided for in 
article 2 of the Convention. An early decision of the Commis- 
sion ** made the following provisions : 

1. The officers and employees of the state and invalids en- 
joying a pension allowance and emigrating under the Conven- 
tion were to lose their right to the allowance from the date of 
the declaration of emigration and to have a right to indemnity 
by the state for the paid-up value of the pension due them. 

2. The monthly payments of pension made to the emigrant 
after the filing of the declaration of emigration were to be 
deducted from the above indemnity. 

3. For the determination of the rate of indemnity, the fol- 
lowing scale and method were recommended. Retired officers 
and employees of state who had already received a pension 
for ten full years were to receive as indemnity a sum equal to 
the total of payments made by them or of stoppages of wages 
for the pension fund. In case they had received a pension for 
less than ten years, their indemnity would be calculated by 
capitalizing at compound interest a,i 7% the total of payments 
made by them or of stoppages of wages for the pension fund. 
For invalids the amount of indemnity was to be ten times the 
amoimt of the annual pension. 

This indemnity for pensions was to be paid in the same 
way as the other payments under the Plan of Payment, The 
decision was transmitted by the national members of the 
Commission to the two governments for their observations. 
It was understood that in case no objection should be formu- 
lated, the decision was to stand as accepted. 

*» Proofes-Verbaux, xvii, 314tih meet., December 24, 1926, 

^ Proc^Veibaux, viii, 14Sth meet., A^^guat 27, 19^, p. 968. 
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The two governments fovinulated no objections and this 
decision went into effect. It proved defective and inadequate. 

First, with regard to the peraons admitted to its benefits: 

(а) it dealt only wdth employees of the state and not with 
those of other public administrations, such as communes; 

(б) it concerned specifically only persons emigrating after the 
coming into effect of the Convention and not persons who- 
had emigrated before that time; and (c) it was restricted to 
persons who at the time of the declaration of emigration 
enjoyed the right to a pension allowance, and left out persons 
who had already made payments or allowed stoppages out of 
salaries for the benefit of the pension fund. 

Secondly, with regard to the loss of the right to a pension 
allowance in exchange for a right to indemnity, (a) The de- 
cision provided that the right to the pension was lost from 
the date of filing the declaration of emigration. Many emi- 
grants did not leave the country until long after the filing of 
their declaration of emigration. During that time they did not 
receive the pension allowaiice. neither were they paid the 
indemnity, (b) It was provided that the monthly payments of 
pension allowance made to the emigrant after the filing of 
the declaration of emigration were to be deducted from the 
amount of indemnity. It happened that sometimes these de- 
ductions not only swallowed up the amount of the indemnity 
but made the beneficiary a debtor to the state, (c) As the 
indemnity was payable in the same way as other property of 
emigrants under the Plan of Payment, beneficiaries were to 
receive 10% in cash and 90% in bonds. In view of the de- 
preciation of the bonds by 25 to 50% of their normal price, 
the beneficiary was unable to obtain in an insurance company 
in his new country an annuity equal to his pension. 

Thirdly, the decision provided that the indemnity for 
invalids was to be ten times the amount of the annual pen- 
sion. The term 'annual pension’ was interpreted in one of the 
states to mean the initial pension allowance without the 
increases granted later on account, for instance, of the depre- 
ciation of the currency.*® 

Proefes-Verbetux, xxsii, 465fli meet., December 1, 1928, annex 1. 
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The neutral incinbera of the Commission agreed with the 
Greek member that the above decision ought to be revised.'® 
A draft arrangement prepared by the Financial Committee 
of the League at the request of the neutral members of the 
Mixed Commission and submitted by these members to the 
Commission on December 1, 1928/^ proposed the sound prin- 
ciple that emigrants “entitled at the time they left their coun- 
try of origin to a pension allowance, had the right to continue 
receiving such pension in their new country.” It also defined 
‘pensions’ as including old age and invalid pensions granted 
by the state or other pubhc administration, pensions of widows 
and orphans, as well as permanent, temporary, or exceptional 
allowances which by virtue of the laws were granted to persons 
to supplement their ordinary pensions. 

The question of pensions was of concern to Greek emi- 
grants from Bulgaria much more than to Bulgarian emigrants 
from Greece. There were only 54 claimants among the latter, 
mostly dependents of soldiers. Greek claimants from Bulgaria 
were 321. After repeated postponements, this question came 
up at last for final decision in July, 1930.'*® The following de- 
cision was then adopted, abrogating the decision of August 27, 
1923: 

The emigrants entitled at the time of emigration to a pension 
allowance will receive a paid-up pension indemnity in their new 
country. This will be appraised by the Mixed Commission. There 
are included among the pensioners those emigrants who, being in a 
position to obtain a pension, were refused it for the sole reason 
that they were emigrants. Each state is to credit the other with an 
amount equivalent to the total value of paid-up pension indemnities 
fixed by the Mixed Commission. 

The Mixed Commission then fixed the total amount of 
paid-up indemnities at the charge of the Bulgarian govern- 
ment at 8,874,376 drachmas and that at the charge of the 
Greek government at 1,619,375 drachmas. 

411 ProeSs-Veibaux, xxxii, 465th. meet., December 1, 1928, p. 13; 466th meet., 
December 11, 1928, p. 9. 

Ibid., annex Mo. 1. 

48 Proefes-Verbaux, xl, 569th meet, July 22, 1930. 
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I. CoMPTiiiNG Services 

§ 180. Work of the compiling services. Article 59 of the 
Rules provided that after the communication of the decision 
of the Sub-Commission to the emigrant, the Secretary of the 
Sub-Commission was to set up a file relative to the appraisal 
of the properties which this decision concerned. The file was 
to contain: (1) the application for liquidation and the declara- 
tion of emigration; (2) the report relative to the appraisal by 
the Sub-Commission; (3) the notes of the members of the 
Sub-Commission; (4) the objections of the emigrants, or a 
note from the Secretary that there were no such objections; 
( 5 ) the objections of third parties; (6) the titles or other 
documents establishing the property rights of the emigrant; 

(7) a certificate of the notary public or other authority show- 
ing that the property was free from mortgage or attachment; 

(8) a certificate of the National Bank and the Agricultural 
Bank of the country where the property was located that the 
emigrant owed them no debt; and (9) a certificate of the tax 
collector showing that the taxes were paid. 

Following the many changes of the method of appraisal 
and liquidation adopted later, and, especially, the separation 
of the work into several operations, the number of documents 
comprised in a file increased. It was the duty of the Secretary 
or an undor-secretary of each Sub-Commission to make up the 
file of each emigrant and to gather aU the information relative 
to the objections, debts, etc. 

Three compiling services were created at the three centres : 
Saloniki, Comotini, and Sofia. The materials furnished by the 
different agencies were collected by these services under the 
supervision of the Presidents of the Central Sub-Commissions 
and the Greek and Bulgarian representatives at the Centres. 
In order to speed up the work, after the faU of 1926,^ the files 
were compiled by the application of a 'liquidation sheet.' On 
this were noted the name of the claimant in whose favor the 
property was liquidated; the details of the property recog- 
nized; its area as surveyed by the laud surveyors; the category 

1 Proofs- Verbaux, xvi, 294th meet., Oeiober 21, 1926, p. 1895. 
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in which the property was classified by the staff of agrono- 
mists ; the unit prices fixed by the architects and their appli- 
cation to the buildings of the emigrant in question; and the 
prices given by agronomists and foresters to the properties in 
question. When the value of each rural property had been 
thus calculated on the sheet the amount of the appraisal of 
all the real property of the emigrant was found by addition.^ 
Lastly, the indemnity due the emigrant, if any, was added, 
and the debts of the emigrant, and the taxes due by him, 
were deduced from the amount. The balance constituted the 
sum payable to the emigi-anl. The ‘liquidation sheet' was 
made in four copies, one for the Mixed Commission, one for 
the archives of the Sub-Commission, one for Bulgaria, and one 
for Greece.'"’ It was drawn up in French and signed by the 
Secretary or under-secretary of the Sub-Commission and the 
Greek representative in the Centre in Bulgaria or the Bul- 
garian representative in the Centres in Greece. 

When completed, the files were checked, as will be seen 
later in this chapter, and were then sent to the Commission. 
They included a general file for each locality, comprising the 
minutes of the Sub-Commission, reports of the staffs of 
agronomists, appeals, experts’ opinions, etc., and the individual 
files of each property owner. 

The claims of about 138.000 emigrants from Bulgaria and 
Greece occasioned the setting up of about 48,000 files. 

§ 181. Difficulties presented. From the nature of things, 
that is. from the separation of the work of liquidation among 
various agencies: surveyors, architects, staffs of agronomists, 
Sub-Commissions, Direction of Centres, etc., the compilation 
of the files became an arduous task and often fell behind. In 
the Centres of Sofia and Saloniki chiefs of the service of com- 
piling files had been appointed. The work was complicated. 
Many omissions were found and questions of application or 
interpretation of decisions of the Commission with respect to 
each of the documents contained in a file needed solution. For 

*Orily in. exceptional coses was the compiling of sepamte files for various 
properties of an emigrant permitted. Proo6s-Vorbaux, xvii, aiith meet., De- 
ceinber 23, 1926, p. 2095. 

» Proofe-Vetbaux, xvii, SSlst mt., March 30, 1927, p. 2283. 
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inslance, the debts of an emigrant might not be hsted; or the 
prices of buildings wore to be modified in accordance with a 
decision of the Sub-Commission or of the neutral expert; or 
certain properties of the emigrant were noted as "unknown” 
or "boundaries lost” or “sold” and the fate of these properties 
was to be determined; or certain zones of a village were not 
classified and certain buildings were not appraised by the 
architects; or the trees which should be appraised were 
omitted, etc.* The Commission decided " that the chiefs of the 
compiling service at each Centre were to have power to decide 
all questions necessary for the completion of the files. In case 
they should find that a decision of the Sub-Commission or 
the staff of agronomists was missing, they were to convene the 
Greek and Bulgarian representatives in a Committee qualified 
to take proper steps.® 

§ 182. Neutrals blamed for slowness of work. The Greek 
and Bulgarian members of the Commission agreed on a plan 
for the compiling of the files which was calculated, in their 
view, to accelerate the work. The compiling of the files of 
Bulgarian emigrants in the Centres of Saloniki and Comotini 
was to be left to the responsibility of the Bulgarian delega- 
tion and that of the files in the Centre of Sofia to the 
responsibility of the Greek delegation. An observer of the 
other delegation would be in each Centre to watch the opera- 
tion of the service. A neutral arbiter would also be appointed 
in each Centre, to solve alone all questions referred to him by 
the chief of the service or the observer. When fully made up, 
the files would be submitted to the auditing service and thence 
go to the Mixed Commission. 

Unfortunately, their view was not shared by the neutral 
members of the Commission, who detected in this proposal a 
certain reproach to the Commission and to its neutral agents 
charged hitherto with the completion of the files. There is no 
doubt that the Greek and Bulgarian members were dissatisfied 
with the slowness of the compiling service. Whether the neu- 

*Proc6B-Verbanx, xxv, 400th moet, Febvuaiy 14, 1928, annex No. 3. 

“ Proc^Vevbaux, xxiv, SOdth meet., January 21, 1938, P- 4. _ 

^The sort of deoisions taken by the chief of the compiling service is 
seen in Proefes-Verbaux, xxx, 440th meet, annex 1. 
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tral members of the Commission wore justified in defeating 
the desire of the representatives of the two countries to have 
the work completed as soon as possible and to allow no further 
delays, is very questionable. The Presitlent of the Commission 
resorted again in this instance to the curious argument that 
the neutral members of the Commission were responsible to 
the Council of the League of Nations which had appointed 
them, and could not leave the responsibility of the work to the 
two delegations.'^ 

The neutral chiefs of the service, who were retained, super- 
vised the w'ork of the various staffs occupied with compiling 
files in each Centre. Each of the Sub-Coimnissions had its own 
staff. Thus in the winter of 1928 there were six staffs in the 
Centre of Kaloniki, one staff at Comotini, and four staffs at 
Sofia.® 

In order to secure a greater efficiency in the work of com- 
piling, which always lagged, it was suggested by Colonel de 
Reynior that premiums be granted to the staffs. This sugges- 
tion was eventually adopted by the Commission.® 

II. Verification Services 

§ 183. Work of verification. In June, 1925, a Section of 
Verification of the Files was created at the Secretariat of the 
Mixed Commission, for the purpose of verifying the various 
documents of the files before the submission of the files to the 
Reporting Cmmnittee. Soon afterwards experience showed the 
necessity of decentralizing this service. The chief of the serv- 
ice, Mr. de Tarnovsky, was successively sent to Saloniki, 
Comotini, and Sofia, and this system of verification at the 
Centres proved most practical.^" 

Subsequently, at the proposal of the Greek and Bulgarian 
members of the Commission, Mr. Tarnovslcy was nominated 

* PiQcla-Verbaux, xxiv, 300th meet., January 26, 1028, pp, 1 ff.; S97th 
meet., January 27, 1928, pp. 2 ff. 

« ProcM-Verbaux, xxv, 400th meet., February 14, 1928, p. 4. 

•I Proees-Verbaux. xx\i, 409th meet., April 4, 1928, pp. 2ff. and annex; 
xxvii, 4l6th meet., May 7, 1928, p. 8. 

The premiums were paid on the number of files completed and transmitted 
to the Commission in perfect state. 

w Proo^Yerbaux, xiv, 266th meet., February 25, 1026, p. 1640; xv, 273d 
raeet» July 24, 19^, p. 1760, 
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inspector of the service of vci’ifieatioii. He had the technical 
direction of the three staffs of checkers, consisting each of a 
Greek and a Bidgarian functionary and established at each 
of the three Contresd^ The Director of each Centre delivered 
to these functionaries the files for verification d- 

Thc verification followed the completion of the files. The 
completed files were transmitted to the verification service. 
The business of that service was to verify the application of 
the decisions. The Bulgarian and Greek checkers were deemed 
to be ‘neutral’ employees, that is, their duty was to make a 
statement of all errors or omissions fomid by them. In case of 
temporary absence of one of them, the verification was pur- 
sued by the other so long as no substitute was designated by 
the interested Representative at the Centre. The staff con- 
ferred directly with the President or Secretary of the com- 
petent Sub-Commission for the correction of the errors or 
omissions. In case of disagreement on a proposed correction, 
the disputed points were examined by the Inspector; in case 
of conflict between the latter and the President of the Sub- 
Commission, the Director of the Centre mtervened. The In- 
spector alone might refer the case to the Mixed Commission.^® 

The Inspector was mainly responsible for conformity be- 
tween the description of the properties and the corresponding 
decisions of the appraisal: the exactness of the distribution of 
properties owned by several persons, the accuracy of the area 
assigned to each property, etc. An important subject of verifi- 
cation was the correspondence between the local tariff adopted 
by the architects and the individual appraisals of each build- 
ing in a village, in view especially of the fact that the decisions 
of the Sub-Commissions referred only to the local tariff. The 

ii-The technical direction, of the service of verification belonged to the 
Directors of the Centres from April 2, 162V. Pioces-Verbaux, xviii, 382d meet., 
p. 2300. 

12 ProoSs-Verbaux, xv, 274th meet,, July 28, 1926, p. 1762. A socond staff 
for the Centre of Sofia was created, March 31, 1928 (Proce^Verbaux, xxvi, 
408th meet., pp. 23-24), in order to speed up the work at this Centre, which 
progressed veiy slowly. Against the oombinod vote of the Greek and Bulgarian 
members, the Commission decided later that, at the direotion of the neutral 
members, the Inspector could proceed, by himself, to the verifioation of tlxe 
flies in lieu of the Bulgarian and Greek chookers. See Proefe-Verbaux, xm, 
302d meet., November 20, 1926, pp. 1970, 1973. 

1* Proefes-Verbaux, xv, 282d moetT August 20, 1926, p. 1807. 
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architects were directed by the Commission to give sufficient 
indications in the individual appraisals to permit their com- 
parison with the local tariff by the service of verification.^* 

The files, verified as above, were transmitted, by order of 
the Inspector, under seal to the Director of the Centre, who 
saw to their secure transmission to the Mixed Commission. 

The processes of completion and verification of files 
remedied the defects, omissions, or errors observed in the work 
of the agencies of establishment of rights and appraisal of 
properties, and rendered rare the cases where the Mixed Com- 
mission had to send back the files to the Centres or Sub- 
Commissions.^® 

III. The Reporting Committee 

§ 184. Functions of the Reporting Committee. The files 
of a whole village, duly compiled and verified, were trans- 
mitted to the Mixed Commission. On their receipt, they were 
registered with the Secretariat, in accordance with article 60 
of the Rules and were taken up by the Commission in the 
order of registration. In exceptional cases, certain files were 
discussed out of the regular order. 

The roll of hquidations was posted at the Secretariat of 
the Mixed Commission and the Sub-Commissions. All the 
procedure before the Mixed Commission was in writing. The 
interested parties could not ask to be heard orally. 

Prom the end of the summer of 1926 a Reporting Com- 
mittee was created at the Mixed Commission with the view 
of lightening the work of the latter. This Committee was 
composed of the neutral member of the Commission, or a sub- 
stitute designated by him, and representatives of the members 
of the Commission appointed by the two countries. The Secre- 
tariat submitted the files to this Committee. The discussion in 
it did not deal -with the individual files, but with the village 

Proefea-Verbaux, \x, 352d moat., June 30, 1927, pij. 8-9. 

i»See such cases, prior to the creation of the services of completion and 
verification of files, in Piocfes-Verbaux, xii, 237th meet, August 4, 19^, p, 
M9Q; 238th meet,, p. 1493 ; 244th meet., November 3, 1926, p 1571, 246Qi 
meet., p. 1572; xiii, 252d meet., February 3, 1926, pp. 1699 ff.; xiv, 2Mth meet,, 
February 18, 1926, pp. 1630, 1631. 

M Procia-Verbaux, xv, 278th meet , August 10, 1926, pp, 1786-86, 
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in general. Sometimes a coefl&cient of increase or reduction of 
the prices of each file was agreed upon. In case the Committee 
was unanimous, whether an appeal had been previously taken 
or not, the liquidation order (bon a liquider) was issued by 
the Committee. Note of this was taken by the Mixed Com- 
mission later. But such cases were very rare. 

IV. The Mixed Commission 

§ 185. Decisions of liquidation. In general, the neutral 
Chairman of the Reporting Committee reported the files of 
each village to the Commission. The latter discussed once 
more all the questions raised before the agencies of the Com- 
mission and the Reporting Committee; the establishment of 
rights, the surveying of lands, the appraisals of lands and of 
buildings, etc. The discussion was of a rather academic and 
idle character. Rarely was any change made. On technical 
questions of appraisal the Commission adopted the reports of 
its neutral experts. On all other questions the President ac- 
cepted the views of the neutral member who was Chairman of 
the Reporting Committee, and the two constituted a majority 
in the Commission. However, the Greek and Bulgarian mem- 
bers read notes of many pages and argued on their views. 

The neutral members were never able to obtain a unani- 
mous vote on the final liquidation of any village. Both the 
interested members would vote against the proposals of the 
neutral members, and often both would protest against the 
decisions taken by the majority vote of the two neutrals. The 
Commission was not a judicial body of four disinterested 
members. The members representing the two governments 
were two lawyers whose arguments were always contradictory 
and irreconcilable. The two neutrals usually had to make a 
compromise between the two opposing parties, both of whom 
naturally protested. 

The decision of the Mixed Commission stated that a 
liquidation order (bon d liquider) was to be issued for the 
files whose hsts were annexed to the minutes of the meeting. 
Whenever a coefficient of increase or reduction of the prices 
of each file was adopted, the liquidation order was issued after 
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the coefficient in question had been applied on the prices. 
Extracts from the decisions were communicated to the gov- 
ernment on the territory of which the properties under liquid- 
ation were situated, and to the interested parties. 

V. Liquidation Sebvice 

§ 186. Organization of the service. Following the decision 
of the Mixed Commission the files were transmitted to the 
liquidation service. 

This service formed, at first, a part of the Secretariat of 
the Commission, and its working left much to be desired. The 
Director of the Financial Section of the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations, Sir Arthur Salter, and the Societe Anon- 
yme Fiduciaire Suisse advised a reorganization of this service. 
By a decision of November 11. 1926, the Commission asked 
the above-named institution to put at its disposal a high 
functionary, who was to study the whole of the auditing oper- 
ations of the Coinmission.^^ The Vice-Director of the Societe, 
M. Wiirinli, came to Sofia in the first days of December, and, 
after a study of the organization and work of the Commission 
and the Sub- Commissions, presented a report to the Commis- 
sion on the general lines of a simplified system of the liquide^- 
tion service. It was agreed that a functionary having control 
of the service of liquidation and accounting of the Secretariat 
should be appointed, and that a candidate should be proposed 
by the Swiss Company to serve under its responsibility.^® The 
Societe Anonyme Fiduciaire Suisse agreed to undertake the 
direction of the service of liquidation and the supervision of 
the internal accounts of the Commission, and to hold itself 
responsible for any error due to a professional omission and 
for all material consequences of such error. M. Bronimann, 
a reviser of the Swiss Company, was appointed to the charge 
of the dii'ection and supervision, and took up his duties on 
February 1, 1927.^® 

IT Proeea-Verbanx, xvi, 300th meet., pp 1934, 1936. 

Procts-Yerbiiux, xvi, 307th meet., December 10, 1926, p 2047 ; 312th 
meet., December 17, 1926, p. 3076 ; 313th meet, December 18, 1926, p. 2086; 
314th meet., December 23, 1926, p. 2094. 

Procte-Verbaves, xvii, 3l7th meet., January 22, 1927, p. 2118, 319th meet., 
February 3, 1927, p. 2134. 
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§ 187. Work of the service. The service of liquidation was 
charged, in particular, with (a) the deduction of the debts of 
emigrants to the state or to third parties; and (b) the prepara- 
tion of the memoranda of liquidation {bordereau de liquida- 
Lion) which were sent to the two governments and served to 
specify the liquidated properties and to indicate the sums 
which were to be paid in cash and in bonds. These memoranda 
served also as liquidation accounts. In connection with de- 
cisions of liquidation concerning community properties, the 
question arose, in view of the failure of the Commission to 
reach a decision on the questions of principle regarding com- 
munities, in whose name the instruments of payment should 
be issued. The Commission adopted here, as in other matters 
concerning coimnunity properties,-** a provisional decision. 
The orders of payment were issued by the liquidation service 
in the name of the particular coimnunities or institutions of 
such communities, and were placed in the hands of the govern- 
ment of the state to which the members of such communities 
had emigrated to be kept by it pending a final decision in the 
matter.®'^ Following the advisory opinion of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, the Commission was to decide 
on the persons entitled to receive, as members of communities 
dissolved by reason of the emigration, the proceeds of the 
liquidation of community properties. 

The service of liquidation was also charged with two im- 
portant tasks. It calculated the interest due an emigrant on 
his credit account resulting from the liquidation of his prop- 
erty, and the indemnities, revenues, or rents to which he was 
entitled. It also converted the credit account to dollars for the 
purpose of payment to the emigrant. 

§ 188. Calculation of interest. As regards the calculation 
of interest the Plan of Payment, adopted in August, 1926,*** 

so See supra, p. 173. 

SI Prooes-Verba.ux, xxi, 357Ui meet., August 4, 1927, pp. 5-6; xxii, 367th 
meet., September 23, 1927, pp. 8-9. Instruments of payment were, for instance, 
issued in ihc name of the “Church of the village of Karydia," ‘‘School of the 
village of Tchobankeoy,” “Building lands and forests of the village of Dei- 
vent," etc, etc, 

OS Although the plan of 1926 was not approved by the two goveminents, its 
provisions on calculation of interests and on conversion of the hquidation 
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distinguished between credits on which interest was due, ac- 
cording to decisions of the Mixed Commission, from a date 
prior to the date of the decision of liquidation, and credits on 
which interest was due after such date. In the first case, the 
interest was calculated at 6% on the total credit in dollars 
from the date of loss of possession of the property by the emi- 
grant until the beginning of the current half-year. The amount 
of the interest was added to the credit. In the second case, 
after the credit of the emigrant was divided into the 10% 
cash payment and the 00% payable in 'provisional bonds,' the 
interest of these bonds was calculated for the months between 
the beginning of the half-year during which the decision of 
liquidation was taken and the date at which the possession 
was lost to the emigrant. The amount obtained in this way 
was subtracted from the part of the credit payable in cash.®®* 

The emigrant was considered to have lost the enjoyment 
of his property prior to the decision of liquidation, and was 
therefore entitled to receive interest on the liquidation price 
of his property when such property was occupied by the 
refugees or placed in possession of the state. The date of loss 
of possession was the date of departure from the country of 
origui in the latter case, and the date of occupation by the 
refugees in the former case, if this preceded the departure of 
the emigrant. A former emigrant, owner of a property of which 
he had lost possession, was considered to have lost the enjoy- 
ment on January 1, 1925.®* 

An emigrant who left his country of origin after the 
liquidation of his property, or who, having left before such 
liquidation, did not permit the taking possession of his prop- 
erty by the state or refugees,®® or who remained in or retook 
possession of the property until the liquidation, was consid- 
ered to have lost the enjoyment of his property on the first 
day of the second month following the decision of liquidation. 

amount had foimed tlie subject of previous decisions of the Commission and 
were applied by it. 

flan de Payments, decision 3; see also Pioofes-Verbauic, xiv, 268th, meet., 
March 11, 1920,_p. 1667, , 

See on this a decision of the Commission m Proces-Verbaux, xi, 206th 
meet-Noyember 1. 1924, pp. 1282-86. 

•s For instance, by ren&g hie propariy to a non-emigrant. 
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From that date the interest was due on the ‘provisional bonds’ 
received in payment for his property. In case, however, such 
an emigrant had a legitimate reason for continuing to remain 
in possession of his property — ^for instance, the purpose of 
harvesting or vintage — he could ask that a date be set subse- 
quent to the first day of the second month following the de- 
cision of liquidation. The Commission, if it deemed such a 
request justifiable, fixed that date as the date of loss of enjoy- 
ment of the property by the emigrant. And in such case, the 
interest on the bonds for the months during which the owner 
emigrant remained in possession of the property was sub- 
tracted, as mentioned above, from the part of the liquidation 
amount payable in cash to the emigrant. 

All payments made to an emigrant on account of revenues, 
rents, indemnities, and so forth, being included in the amount 
payable in provisional bonds, were considered as bearing in- 
terest from the first day of the second month following the 
decision of payment, and therefore no calculation of interest 
was made by the service of liquidation on their account. 

§ 189. Conversion of liquidation amount. The second task 
of the service of liquidation was the conversion of the liquida- 
tion amount from the currency of the country of origin to 
dollars and from dollars to the currency of the country of 
immigration. The rate of conversion, which is the important 
element in this respect, was determined by a series of decisions 
of the Mixed Commission which need to be analyzed. 

As we have said in another connection, the authors of the 
tariff of prices for lands, in fixing the prices for Bulgaria and 
Greece in leva and drachmas respectively, had, of course, in 
their minds the actual value of these moneys at the time of 
the establishment of the tariff j They took care to indicate that 
at that time the rate of exchange was 139 leva for one dollar 
and 62.8 drachmas for one dollar. It is clear that if the value 
of the drachma and leva should fall in subsequent times, the 
prices fixed by the tariff in th^e moneys did not represent the 
value and the purchasing power estimated by the authors of 
the tariff, and that an increase of the prices corresponding to 
the depreciation of the money should be made. The relation 
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also between the drachma and the leva, which the authors of 
the tariff took into consideration, was liable to change. It was 
thought then that these difl&eulties would be overcome if the 
liquidation price of emigrants’ properties should be converted 
into dollars. 

§ 190. Rate of conversion. The rate of conversion was 
determined by decisions of the Commission,®" the substance 
of which was annexed to the Plan of Payment adopted August 
14, 1926. In case the appraisal was made in gold, the conver- 
sion in dollars was made at par. In case the appraisal was 
made in paper money, the conversion in dollars followed these 
rules: 

1. In case the Commission affirmed the decision of ap- 
praisal of the first instance (Sub-Commission, staff of agrono- 
mists, staff of foresters, etc.), or if it modified it, basing its 
modification on the established facts and reports of experts on 
which the decision of first instance was founded, the rate of 
convei'sion was the following: 

(a) If the decision concerned lands, the average of the 
average rates of the six months preceding the drawing 
up of the tariff. 

(b) If the decision concerned buildings and building lands, 
the average of the average rates of the six months 
preceding the report of the expert. 

(c) If the decision of appraisal referred both to lands and 
to buildings (or building lands), the Commission 
adopted a distinct rate of conversion for each category 
of property. 


2. In ease the Commission modified the price adopted by 
the decision of the first instance; basing its action on new data, 
it adopted as the rate of exchange the average of the monthly 
average rates of the six months preceding the date of the 
report of the expert attached to the Mixed Commission. 

3. In the ease of credits arising from the restitution of 
revenues or rentals, the rate of conversion was the average of 


s«Proc&s-Verbaux, viii, lerth meet., pp. 1067-00; xiv, aorth meet., Jxme 
12, 1826, p. 1722; and xv, 271st meet., July 21, 1026, p. 1748. 
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the luouthly iivoragp mtos of iho six months preceding the 
decision of payment of the Mixed Commission. 

As will be seen, the credit balance of the liquidation ac- 
count of emigrants was divided into two parts, one of 10% 
payable to the emigrant in cash, and another of 90% payable 
in bonds. The cash payment was made in dollars, as it resulted 
from the aforesaid conversion. The 90% was to be paid in 
bonds issued in the national money of the country of immigra- 
tion. This 90% of the dollar credit balance was converted into 
that money (drachmas or leva) by taking as the rale of con- 
version the average of the monthly average rates of the six 
months preceding the decision of liquidation. 

These rules were adopted by unanimous decisions of the 
Commission, and seem to be sound in attempting to give to 
the liquidation price a value free from the fluctuations of the 
national currencies. By taking the monthly average rates of 
six months aiid calculating the average of these rates, the con- 
version from the national money to the dollar followed as 
closely as possible the true value of the money. The six months 
on whose moi\thly average rates of exchange the rate of con- 
version was based, were differently defined in the case of lands 
and in the case of buildings (or building lands). 

In the first case, the six months preceding the establish- 
ment of the tariff of prices were taken into consideration for 
calculating the rate of conversion. This was fair, since the 
tariff of prices for lands was established by its authors, as 
mentioned above, by talcing into account the prices of lands 
during the six months preceding its establishment and a fixed 
relation between the leva and the drachma. Besides, the tariff 
was rigidly applied by the staff of agronomists, who also deter- 
mined the classification of the lands and the coefficients 
of increase and reduction on the basic prices. The rate of 
conversion of the price of lands was, accordingly, fixed 
by the Commission at 60.08 drachmas for a dollar, which 
was the average, calculated as above, of the six months pre- 
ceding the month of August, 1925, when the tariff was drawn 
up. 


In the case of buildings and building lands, to quote the 
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President of the Commission, “the tariffs of prices were estab- 
lished by the expert architects in Bulgaria and Greece. But 
these tariffs arc not of the same character as the tariff of 
lands. They do not give fixed and invariable prices like those 
fixed for the various categories of lauds. Their formulas allow 
variable factors, for which the expert has always the power 
to propose modifications of the prices and justify them by 
considerations of place and time. The date of the- establish- 
ment of these tariffs does not play, therefore, the same role 
as that of the tariff of lands.” Since, therefore, the value of 
buildings and building lands was determined by the architects, 
according to the data gathered by them in each place at the 
moment of their visit in each locality, it was rightly decided 
that the six months preceding the date of the report of the 
architect should constitute the basis for calculating the rate of 
conversion. It should be recalled that while the tariffs of prices 
for buildings were established by the architects in 1925, the 
actual expert appraisals of each village by the expert architects 
were made in 1926, 1927, and 1928. and the rates of exchange 
in these various periods were not at all alike. 

§ 191. Modification of the rate for buildings. But this rule 
for the conversion of the prices of buildings and building lands 
was modified by a decision of the Commission taken July 9, 
1927 28 under conditions w'hich occasioned great protests from 
one of the national members of the Coimnission. 

In the first days of July. 1927, the Secretariat circulated a 
draft plan concerning the rate of conversion of buildings. This 
draft was presented under the form of a proposal “aiming at 
simplifying the work of the service of liquidation.” As ex- 
plained by the President of the Commission, Colonel Corfe, 
at the meeting of July 9, in view of the different times at 
which the buildings or building lands of an emigrant were 
appraised by expert architects, it might happen that the serv- 
ice of liquidation had to apply two, three, or four rates of 
conversion for the same file. Now, it should be pointed out 
immediately that such cases were rare. The expert architects 

Proofes-Verbaux, xiv, 267th meet., Jime 12, 1926, p. 1721. 

w Profifes-Terbaux, xx, 3fi3d meet., pp. 4-6. 
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when visiting a locality made a report of appraisal on all the 
buildings of such locality. It is only in case of owners pos- 
sessing buildings in various localities, or of repeated visits of 
architects in a certain important locality, that appraisals of 
buildings of the same file were made at different periods. On 
the assumption, however, that the existing situation was com- 
plicated, the President of the Commission proposed that the 
service of liquidation should adopt a single conventional rate 
of conversion of the appraisal price of all properties of 
emigrants. 

Mr. Stavroff, the expert architect, who made the appraisals 
of buildings in Bulgaria, on being consulted on the proposed 
innovation, declared that the adoption of a conventional single 
rate of conversion would not present any inconvenience, so 
far as Bulgaria was concerned. The same view was expressed 
by M. Savoie, the neutral expert architect attached to the 
Commission for the appraisal of buildings in Greece.®® It 
should be noted that these experts merely declared that no 
inconvenience would result, and that they were thinking, in 
general, of a conventional single rate of conversion and not of 
a particular rate. Besides, Mr. Stavroff’s appraisals were made 
and completed for almost the whole of the localities of emi- 
gration in Bulgaria before the end of the year 1925, so that 
the question of appraisals at different epochs, and, conse- 
quently, of the influence on such appraisals of the fluctuations 
of the value of the leva did not arise. 

Under such conditions, the President of the Commission, 
Colonel Corfe, the same who at the 267th meeting of June 12, 
1926, had differentiated, in the terms quoted above,®® the case 
of lands and of buildings for the purpose of conversion of the 
prices of appraisal into dollars, proposed the following de- 
cision ; “The rate of conversion of credits relative to buildings 
and building lands shall be that which is fixed by the decision 
of the 267th meeting for the conversion of credits relative to 
lands." This decision was adopted unanimously. The Greek 
member was absent from Sofia at that time and a secretary 

Letter of the Presidont No. 9621, of June 27. 1927, and reply of M. 
Sayoie mdei date of June 29, 1927, 

80 See supra, pp, 277-278. 
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sat in his place,® ^ The latter did not realize the effect of the 
decision, being, the Greeks contended, misled by the anticipa- 
tion of simplification of the work of liquidation on which the 
modification was based. 

§ 192. Consequences of the change. This change of the 
rules of conversion of prices of buildings may, indeed, have 
meant a simplification. But it meant something else besides. 
The rate of conversion fixed by the decision of the 267th meet- 
ing (June 12, 1926) for the prices of lands was 60.08 drachmas 
for one dollar. In 1926 the value of the dollar in Greece 
fluctuated between 70.10 and 83,74 drachmas, and in the first 
seven months of 1927 between 83.48 and 76.60. 

Thus, suppose the case of a village in Greece whose build- 
ings and building lands were appraised by the architects in 
July, 1926, at 1,000,000 drachmas. According to the prior rule 
as to the conversion of this amount in dollars, the average of 
the monthly average rates of the six months preceding July, 
1926, that is, 75.30 drachmas to a dollar, would be the rate of 
conversion. The 1,000,000 drachmas would be converted into 
$13,280. With the new rule of ‘simplification,’ the rate of con- 
version being 60.08 drachmas for a dollar, the 1,000,000 
drachmas would be converted into $16,644. That is, the Greek 
treasury, for the sake of simplification, was made to pay an 
extra $3,364, or a difference of 25%. If the village was ap- 
praised in March, 1927, the 1,000,000 drachmas price would 
be converted into $12,470 according to the old or $16,644 
according to the new method, an excess of $4,174, or 33.6%.®® 
Now, of course, Mr. Stavroff and M. Savoie may have de- 
clared that the adoption of a single conventional rate of 

M. tie Reynier w:is also absent at this time, M hngrange, the Seerolaiy- 
Gcnecal of the Cominipsion, being his substitute. 

Prot'f's.-Vorbttiix, xxi, 362<1 meet, August 26, 1927, annex no. i. A still 
roopp flagrant ease of the stiaugp results of this deciaion is the following: 
Take, for example, a building for which a mice of lOOflOO drachmas was given 
by the architect of the Sub'Conimission, On appeal, the neutral expert archi- 
tect of the Commission visits the viUn;^, finds the price of 100,000 drachmas 
excosrive, and proposes a reduction of 10%. The Commission approves this 
reduction and the building is liquidated for 00,000 drachmas. Under the new 
decision for conversion, the 90,000 drachmas would be converted to dollars 
at the low rate of 60.08 drachmas for a dollar of 1926 and not at the rate of 
about 76 of 1927. The sura of doHars thus obtained would be worth 115,000 
dracluuas, that is, 15,000 drachmas more than the price that the neutral expert 
had considered excessive. 
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conversion ■would not cause any ‘inconvenience/ but surely 
they did not mean that the results of both methods would be 
alike. Clearly, this was not a shnplification alone. It was an 
increase of the appraisal of buildings by a coeflBicient which 
might reach as high as 33.5%.®* It should be added that the 
chief of the service of liquidation, the person whose opinion 
should properly have been asked as to the effects of the pro- 
posed change, knew nothing of the proposal.®^ 

The change contravened also the fundamental principle of 
the Convention, the Rules, and practically all relative de- 
cisions, that the basis of liquidation should be “the real value 
of properties at the time of liquidation.” This phrase was 
understood by the Commission to mean the time of the visit 
of the agencies of appraisal in the village. When such visit 
and appraisal were made in 1926 or 1927, the adoption of a 
rate of conversion referring to the first half of 1925 was with- 
out any foundation. The protests of the Greek member would 
therefore seem entirely justified, and the consent of the Greek 
representative at the meeting at which this decision was taken 
could certainly not be held to have estopped the Greek mem- 
ber from protesting against a decision which was explicitly 
adopted for the sole purpose of simplification of the work of 
the service of liquidation. 

Such crude arbitrariness, to call it nothing worse, was at 
the root of the loss of confidence in the fairness or wisdom of 
the proposals and attitude of the neutral members of the 
Commission, and was responsible in great measure for the 
partisan spirit and lack of good will shown by the Greek and 
Bulgarian members. 

§ 193. Revision of the decision as to rate of conversion. 
According to a rule adopted at an early period by the Com- 

3°Tlie Greek member mairLtained Uiat this increase might reach ae high 
ae 39%. Proofes-Verbaux, xxii, 365th meet., September 1, 1927, pp. 4, 8. 

“‘Proofe^Verbaux, xxi, 362d moot., August 26, 1927, annex i, Letter to the 
President, August 23, 1927; also ProcWVerbaux, xxii, 366th meet., September 
1, 1SQ7, p. 20. At this ia&t meeting, Colonel Corfe stated that the Chief of the 
Service of liquidation, M. Brdnimnnn, was consulted on the change. This -was 
denied by the Greek member, who declared that M. Bronimaim had assured 
him of the opposite, and proposed that M. BrSnimann be invited before the 
Commission to state the ti'uth. This proposition was not supported by the 
neutral members. 

Proefes-Verbaux, i, 11th meet., Januaiy 4, 1921, p. 49. 
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mission, a decision taken by it could not be modified subse- 
quently, nor could the discussion thereon be reopened. In 
exceptional cases, however, a member of the Commission could 
send a memorandum to the President and the other members, 
setting forth a proposal for reconsideration and the reasons 
for it; at the first meeting of the Commission after three days 
from the delivery of the memorandum the President was to 
put to vote the question of reconsideration, and if three- 
quarters of the votes were in favor of the proposition, the dis- 
cussion might be reopened. 

The proposition of the Greek member to reopen the dis- 
cussion on the above decision of July 9, 1927, obtained a 
unanimous favorable vote on September 1, 1927,®“ although it 
was placed on the agenda of the meeting of August 25. The 
Commission refused to take a vote on August 25 because of 
the refusal of the Greek member to sign certain liquidation 
accounts resulting from the application of the decision under 
question. It was his contention that the decision was so funda- 
mentally wrong and defective that the Commission could not 
properly apply it, and that the discussion should be reopened 
immediately.®’ As the Greek member persisted in refusing to 
sign the liquidation accounts, the Commission decided unani- 
mously that the discussion on the decision of July 9 should 
be reopened. 

On the reopening of the discussion on September 1, 1927,®“ 
the Greek member took his position squarely on the estab- 
lished fact that the decision of July 9 was taken for the sole 
purpose of simplifying the work of the service of liquidation, 
and that its actual effect was an increase of the price of 
liquidation of buildings as high as 30%. Since the conse- 
quences of the decision were totally different from the antici- 
pations upon which its adoption was based, the decision should 
be annulled. 

“'^Proees-Verbaiuc, xxii, 365th meet, September 1, 1927, p. 1. 

The Greek member, Mr. Gheorgopoulos, on hie return to Sofia, realizing the 
effects of the decision of ‘simplification’ expressed orally to the President, on 
August 16, 1927, the reasons for which ho asked the revision of tlie decision. On 
August 7 and 15, notes were addressed to the President by the Greek member. 

Proo^s-Verbaux, sxi, 362d meet., August 26, 1927, pp. 1 ff. 

»* Proe^Verfaaux, xxii, 366th meet., pp. 7 if. 
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Colonel Corfe and the Bulgarian member of the Commis- 
sion looked at the question in a very different manner. They 
thought that the decision should be revised or annulled only 
if it proved to be inequitable and unjust. They argued, on the 
basis of the liquidation of twenty-three villages in Macedonia, 
that the architects did not give different prices in drachmas in 
1026 or 1927 from 1925, and that, consequently, they were not 
influenced in their appraisals by the fluctuations of the ex- 
change; that, oil the contrary, Bulgarian emigrants from 
Greece, being paid in 1926 or 1927 prices in drachmas estab- 
lished in 1925, were in fact losing in the settlement, since the 
drachma had depreciated in those years; and that, conse- 
quently, the decision of July 9, 1927, tended to do justice to 
these emigrants by paying them an equivalent in dollars which 
was not affected by the loss of the value of the drachma. 

The Greek member, drawn into this discussion, argued that 
the prices of the general tariff of buildings established in 1925 
wore so enormously high that it was only natural that, after 
the decision of the Commission to the effect that these were 
merely maximum prices, the architects should not exceed 
them. He cited on this point the opinion of M. Bronimann, 
Chief of the Service of Liquidation, namely, that the fact that 
the architects had not modified their prices, notwithstanding 
the depreciation of the drachma, was explained by the exag- 
gerated prices of the tariff of buildings. Moreover, the question 
of injury to Bulgarian emigrants by the depreciation of the 
drachma had never been raised before, either by the Bulgarian 
or by the neutral members. The neutral members, now basing 
the decision of July 9 on grounds discovered or disclosed after 
its adoption, refused to consent to its revision. However, the 
President, M. de Reynier, made the reservation that he would 
continue the investigation of the question through the inter- 
mediary of the Delegate of the Mixed Commission at Saloniki, 
Mr. Saunders, and the Director of the Centre of Saloniki, Mr. 
Houssa. 

This investigation was carried on by these neutral agents 
of the Commission through the following four months. In the 
latter part of December they submitted a very full report, 
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which formed the subject of discussion by the Commission at 
its meeting of January 20, 1928/“ The report justified to a 
very large degree the contention of the Greek member. It was 
concluded that the prices of the general tariff of buildings for 
Macedonia and Thrace exceeded the real prices of the market 
during the years 1925 and 1926 by 15 %, and that, therefore, 
tho rate adopted by the decision taken on July 9, 1927, should 
receive an equivalent reduction. In other words, the rate of 
conversion of 60.08 drachmas for a dollar should be changed 
to a rate of 67 drachmas for a dollar. On the other hand, the 
valuations made after November, 1026, when the Commission 
decided that the prices of tho tariff were maximum prices, 
ceased to be excessive, since the drachma was depreciated; 
the appraisal prices, therefore, of this period should be con- 
verted into dollars according to the old rule, which took into 
consideration the rate of exchange during the six months 
preceding the report of the architect. It was proposed that 
this rate should be fixed at 75.65 di’achmas per one dollar. 

In view of these considerations and of the proportion of 
files appraised in the above two periods, the authors of the 
report proposed a single conventional rate of conversion of 
appraisal prices of buildings of 70.13 drachmas for one dollar. 
The Greek member, arguing from the facts cited in the report, 
concluded that the rate should be 73.50. On the contrary, the 
Bulgarian member was opposed to any change of tho decision 
of July 9, 1927. A decision taken by the majority of the two 
neutral members over the protests of tho two interested mem- 
bers fixed for the future liquidations the rates of conversion 
as follows: 

For lands, 60 drachmas for one dollar. 

For buildings and building lands, 70 drachmas for one 
dollar. 

§ 194. Rate of conversion for forests. Following this de- 
cision, the question arose of the rate of conversion of appraised 
values of forests. The appraisal of forests was made for a time 
by the expert forester, M. Jaccard, alone, and later by a staff 

«*PnjQ&a-VeAirta;, jodv, 394th meet,, Januaty 20, 1928, pp. 2-36. 
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of foresters under the chairmanship of M. Jaccard. No tariff 
or definite methods of appraisal of forests were adopted by 
the Commission. The staff chose the methods deemed best by 
it. When the files of appraisal of small forests came to the 
Mixed Commission, the service of liquidation raised the ques- 
tion of the conversion of the appraisal figures. The Secretariat 
gave the opinion that forests were to be included in the 
category of lands, and that, therefore, the rate of 60 drachmas 
for a dollar should be applied. However, M. Jaccard sent a 
note to the Commission, stating that aU the appraisals of 
forests were made in the two countries at the price of the 
date of appraisal and the nearest market, and that, as there 
was no tariff, no account was taken of the relation existing 
between the drachma and the leva. 

At the request of the Greek member, the Commission took 
up the question of establishing a rate of conversion for ap- 
praisals of forests. It was admitted that the appraisals were 
now made in money which was stabilized in both countries, 
and that the Greek drachma for more than a year had been 
stable at the rate of 77 drachmas for one dollar. In view of 
this fact, and of Mr. Jaceard’s statement that the appraisals 
were made with regard to the actual market prices, one must 
agree with the Greek contention that the rate of conversion 
for forests should be fixed at 77. The neutral members thought 
that the rate should be 70 drachmas for a dollar on the 
grounds, which are difficult to support, that forests were tech- 
nically included in the category of lands, for which the rate of 
conversion was fixed at 60, and that the adoption of three 
various rates of conversion for lands, buildings, and forests, 
should be avoided. The consideration that forests may logi- 
cally be put within the category of lands is without force, in 
view of the facts that lands were appraised according to a 
tariff adopted in 1925, while forests were appraised in the 
stable money prices of 1928. The complications to which three 
different rates of conversion for three different categories 
of properties would give rise were infinitesimal, in view 
of the small number of forest appraisals. The adoption, there- 
fore, by the Commission of the rate of 70 drachmas for a 
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clollai’ for forest appraisals seems altogether arbitrary and 
unjustifiable. 

§ 195. Statistics. The claims of 138,000 emigrants from 
Bulgaria and Greece gave rise to the formation of some 48,000 
files. Of these 38,737 were examined by the Mixed Commission 
to April 30, 1929. They resulted, after cancellations and re- 
grouping, in 34,298 liquidations, or 10,409 files of Greeks from 
Bulgaria and 23,889 files of Bulgarians from Greece. For each 
year the number of liquidations was as follows: 


years Greeks fioni Bulffaria Bulgaiians from Greece 


To 1926 4 3 

1926 1050 14E6 

1927 3956 8341 

1928 4684 12087 

1929 481 1381 

(toMftichai) 

10,174 23,247 


On April 30, 1929, the liquidations remaining to be done 
amounted to 4938 files of Greeks from Bulgaria and 5602 files 
of Bulgarians from Greece. The monthly output of the Mixed 
Commission is shown in the graph on the next page.^^ 

In August, 1928, a request was addressed to the Commis- 
sion by the Bulgarian member, referring to about 6000 new 
declarations of emigration involving 30,000 Bulgarians who 
had emigrated from Greece and who had declined to file 
declarations and avail themselves of the benefit of the Con- 
vention within the time-limit fixed by the Commission. It was 
outside of the competence of the Mixed Commission to decide 
whether the Commission should accept these declarations and 
liquidate the properties involved, and it was left to be deter- 
mined by agreement between the two governments. The possi- 
bilities of such an agreement are considered elsewhere.*^®' 

§ 196. Plans for total liquidation of remaining work. At 
the end of 1929 the work of establishment of property rights, 
of survey, and of appraisal of lands and buildings was nearly 

*®Ptocfe9-Vetbaux, xxxi, 467th meet., November 16, 1928, pp, 1-8. 

graph and the data cited above are borrowed from the Memo- 
raadtim on the MIesion and Work of the Mixed Commiesiou on the Greco- 
Bulgarian Emigration, May, 1929, prepared by the neutral members of the 
Oommission. 

**»See in/m, p.738. 





287 


THE LIQUIDATION 

completed. Only the work of compiling the files remained in 
arrears. It was then decided to concentrate all the services of 
the Coininission in Bulgaria and Greece at Athens on May 1, 
1930, with the view of effecting a fusion between the various 
services previously existing in Bulgaria and Sofia, and between 
them and the Secretariat oC the Mixed Commission This con- 
centration took place on the date set, and the whole work 
previously done by the various agencies of the Commission 
was divided up between four services: (1) a Direction of the 
agencies of the Commission, something like the old Direction 
of the Centres; (2) a Service of Pile-Compiling for both coun- 
tries; (3) a Sub-Commission for both countries; and C4) a 
delegation of the Mixed Commission at Sofia.** 

As the original plan of the Commission that at the end of 
1929 its work should be entirely finished did not matcriahzc, 
the two neutral members in the last months of 1929 considered 
plans for a final liquidation of the remaining work. Each of 
the two neutral members deposited a plan on November 29, 
1929.** 

Colonel Corfe’s plan took into consideration the fact that 
by the end of 1929 a total of 

31,114 Bulgarian properties out of 32,693, and 
15,180 Greek “ “ “ 15,861, 

would be liquidated, and that, consequently, 95% of the 
liquidations to be made would be completed. Besides this mat- 
ter, the following questions needed solution . 

1. That of the properties of communities. 

2. The interpretation of the Caphandaris-Moloff Agree- 
ment, which, however, belonged to the Council of the 
League. 

3. The question of pensions. 

4. That of the revision of appraisals of certain properties. 

5. That of supplementary applications for liquidation, 

Proofe-Veibaxix, xxxvui, 628Ui meet, Daoember 21, 1929, p 1; 631at 
meet, January 29, 1930, p. 14, 

Proolfl-Verbaux, xxxix, 540th meet , April 2, 1930, p 18. 

** Ibid., 618tb meet , p 6 and annexes. 



288 THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

Colonel Corfo queried whether all these questions could 
not be solved by a general solution. 

He interpreted the points of view of the two governments 
as follows : The Bulgarians alleged that the value of Bulgarian 
properties left in Greece by Bulgarian emigrants was much 
greater than the value of properties left in Bulgaria by Greek 
emigrants, and that consequently the Bulgarian government 
should receive an important balance from the Greek. The Bul- 
garians feared that this balance would gradually be reduced 
as the work of liquidation went on. The Greeks, on the other 
hand, sought to reduce this balance by the revision of various 
appraisals, holding the view that the Bulgarian emigrants had 
been favored by the appraisals of the Commission. The Greeks 
wished to have all the properties of the communities liqui- 
dated, believing that the properties of Greek communities in 
Bulgaria were of a greater value than the propei’ties of Bul- 
garian communities in Greece. The Bulgarians saw a political 
advantage m leaving the properties of their communities in 
Greece unliquidated, whereas the point of view of the Greeks 
was totally different. 

The proposal of Colonel Corfe was to decide by arbitration 
the final amount of the balance due by the Greek government 
to the Bulgarian, after all liquidations should be discontinued 
at the end of February, 1930. The question of the properties of 
the communities was not to be examined by the Commission 
at all, and sucli properties were to pass definitively to the 
government of the country where they were situated. Simi- 
larly the questions of pensions, revisions, and supplementary 
liquidations were not to be touched upon by the Commission. 
Each country was to be free to determine such questions with 
its own nationals by the creation of a special service for this 
purpose. 

M. dc Reynier, in the counter-plan which he submitted, 
remarked that Colonel Corfe’s plan went far beyond the prov- 
ince of the Mixed Commission, and predicated the amendment 
of the Convention and of the Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement, 
and also an agreement for submission to arbitration. So large 
a plan, he thought, was too difficult to carry out within a short 
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tune, and, therefore, it could not be hoped that the Mixed 
Cominissioii could be dissolved within a hmited space of time. 
He proposed, instead, that on December 31, 1929, the Com- 
mission should close provisionally the accounts between the 
two countries on the basis of the liquidations already made, 
in accordance with article 5 of the Caphandaris-Molloff Agree- 
ment.^® As soon as this was done, the debtor state was to 
deliver the proper amount in checks to the neutral bank, as 
provided for by the said article 5. In the meantime the Com- 
mission would continue the liquidations. As soon as the pro- 
visions of article 5 were complied with, the Commission would 
decide on the amount of the appraisal for the liquidations still 
pending at the time, which would probably not exceed 1000 
files. In the meantime, also, the question of the communities 
would either be referred to the Permanent Court of Interna- 
tional Justice or decided upon by the Mixed Commission. The 
latter would also give a final solution to the question of re- 
visions of liquidation decisions. Under such conditions, the 
Commission would then be able to determine the final balance 
of the account between the two governments, and would be in 
a position to dissolve. 

Nothing came of these plans. At the tune these lines are 
written (July, 1931) the Commission is still at work. No 
provisional balance of the accounts has yet been established. 
In the meantime the question of communities has been sub- 
mitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice, which 
has rendered thereon its advisory opinion No. 17. The question 
of revisions of liquidation decisions on the ground of material 
errors causing losses to the treasuries of the two countries is 
probably to be solved soon. 

In June, 1930,*® the neutral members forced through a 
decision requiring the two governments to present lists of 
those liquidations made from the beginning to April 1, 1930, 
for which either government desired a revision. About 33,000 
files had been liquidated to that date, and the two national 
members in the Commission protested that it was impossible 

See on this injra, p 313. 

Proefis-Terbaux, xl, 661at meet, June 13, 1930, pp, 6-10, 
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for them to present these lists by August 15, 1930, as the 
decision required. It is probable that the Mixed Commission 
will award a lump sum of money to one or the other govern- 
ment on account of liquidation decisions which should be 
revised. 
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§ 197. Working out of the Plan of Payment. In the pre- 
ceding chapter matters were carried to the stage where the 
liquidation service calculated the amount payable to the emi- 
grant and converted the liquidation amount into dollars al the 
fixed rate of conversion. It is now necessary to describe the 
further action of this service, leading to the payment to emi- 
grants and the regulation of the accounts between the two 
countries. Before this it is necessary to trace the history of the 
question of payments. 

More than a year after the constitution of the Commis- 
sion, it was decided to appoint one of the neutral members 
Rapporteur to conduct negotiations between the two govern- 
ments and to prepare a Plan of Payment.^ M, de Roover, as 
Rapporteur, carried on preliininary negotiations with the two 

1 Procfea-Veibaux, iv, 76th meet., January 11, 1922, p. 616, 
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governments as to the principles on which the Plan was to be 
based. A draft was prepared by him on June 13, 1922. 

There were two main financial problems at the threshold 
of the question of payments: the placing by each government 
at the disposal of the Commission of funds sufficient for the 
payment for emigrants’ properties as, soon as they were liqui- 
dated; and the exportation of such funds from the state of 
origin of the emigrants to the state of settlement. It was 
presumed that either the one or the other government would 
finally have to pay between one and two million dollars more 
than the other on account of liquidation of emigrants’ prop- 
erties. The Commission wished to make the burden of the 
two governments as little onerous as possible and at the same 
time protect the interests of the emigrants. With this double 
end in view the following principles were agreed upon : 

(1) The two governments were not to be compelled to pay 
immediately the full value of the liquidated properties in cash. 
Only 10% was to be paid in cash and 90% in public bonds. 
But such bonds were to be guaranteed, so that their full nom- 
inal value should be preserved, and they were to be redeemed 
within a relatively short time. 

(2) The two governments were to be responsible each for 
the bonds to be issued to emigrants from the country of the 
other. In this way, the emigrant would have nothing to do any 
longer with the government of the country which he left, and 
pa3mienta on the bonds were to be made by the government of 
his new country. This substitution made necessary guarantees 
of payment of the balance resulting from the adjustment of 
accounts between the two governments. 

(3) A stable money was to be chosen for the credits be- 
tween the states which the execution of the Convention would 
require. The American dollar was to serve for the conversion 
of such credits. 


M. de Roover gained the adhesion of the Greek govern- 
ment to his draft Plan of Payment on July 15, 1922.’* The 
Bulgarian government gave its approval on October 6, 1922, 


* All iitia may be aeeu in Proete-Verbaux, v, 92d meet., Februi 
Mmeac; 9Sth meet., March 3, 1022, p, 95; vi, 107th to lllth meet. 
My 16, 1922. pp. 760 ff., 759;763 ff., ^66. 


T 23 , im, 
rune 22 to 
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subject, however, to three reservations; (1) that the mode of 
payment of the obligations of the one government to the 
other was definitively to be as provided in the draft; (2) that 
any debt between the two National Banks on account of cash 
payments was to be paid in bills payable in three months; 
and (3) that the sums due by one to the other government 
according to the Plan could not form the subject of any com- 
pensation or sequestration, either between the two states or 
between Bulgaria and any other state. 

It was necessary also to secure the agreement of the Inter- 
Allicd Commission in Bulgaria for the financial engagements 
that Bulgaria was to undertake mider the Plan of Payment. 
The terms of the Treaty of Neuilly (article 132) raised certain 
difl&culties and the Conference of Ambassadors had to inter- 
vene. 

In the meantime a change of ministry took place in 
Greece, and the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Politis, 
wished to study the Plan in greater detail.* He requested cer- 
tain modifications, and an agreement was obtained on new 
proposals of the Rapporteur, M. de Roover, Thus, the period 
for amortization of the bonds was increased from six to twelve 
years. The period for the payment of the bills representing the 
debts between the National Banks of the two countries was 
fixed at six months. A proposal of the Greek government to 
substitute for the guarantees of the bonds provided for in 
the Plan the guarantee of the National Bank of Greece or a 
deposit of gold bonds was referred to the Bulgarian govern- 
ment for its agreement.'* At that time the Commission esti- 
mated that each of the two countries would have to pay 
finally to emigrants a sum between $1,500,000 and $3,000,000. 

Subject to future agreement on such substitution of guar- 
antees, the Plan of Payment was adopted unanimously by the 
Commission at its meeting of December 8, 1922.® The Plan 
was then approved by the two governments and promulgated 
in the ofl&cial journals of the two countries. A number of its 

sProefes-Verbaux, vi, 113th meet., November 7, 1922, pp. 773 if. and 
aimexes. 

* Proces-Vorbaux, vi, 126th meet., December 4, 1922, pp. 819 ff. 

® Proefea-Verbanx, vi, 127th meet., pp. 821, 827. 
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provisions were modified by subsequent decisions of the 
Commission.® 

In this form it consisted of nineteen articles and governed 
the matter of payments until September, 1927, when the 
intervention of the Financial Committee of the League of 
Nations was sought, as the Plan was not wholly executed and 
in certain respects was not in accord with developments. 

§ 198. General scheme of payments under the Plan. Arti- 
cle 2 of the Plan provided that the payments to emigrants 
dealt with by the Plan were on account of (1) principal 
claims, being the value of the properties liquidated by the 
Mixed Commission; and (2) secondary claims, comprising 
revenues, rents, and sale prices received by the Treasury and 
certain indemnities. These claims, expressed in the legal 
money of the country where the properties were situated, were 
converted into credits in dollars at the rate of conversion fixed 
by the Commission, and were due and payable to the persons 
entitled thereto as follows (articles 4 to 11 and 13 to 17) : 

Payments were made in cash and in public bonds. As a 
rule 10% of the amount due the emigrant was paid in cash. 
The Mixed Commission issued for such payment a check in 
dollars on the National Bank of the country in which the 
property was situated. This check was cashed in the cur- 
rency of the country where it was paid at the rate of ex- 
change of the day of its presentation. The Banks received the 
funds necessary for these cash payments from each govern- 
ment. 

For the payments in public bonds, each of the two gov- 
ernments was substituted for the other. By this substitution 
the claim of each emigrant against the state whose territory 
he quitted was converted into a claim against the state whose 
subject he became. Simultaneously, each government became 
creditor of the other government for the total amount of the 
transferred debt, 


The credit and debit accounts thus created between the 

two governments balanced each other partially; and the whole 

ttProe^VerbftuXjViii, lIMth meet, September 2S, 1923, p. 1009: 156th 
October 26, 1923, p. lOlt; ix, 171st meet., PebruaTy 6, 19& p. 10^7; adv, 
268ih meet, March H, 1926, pp. 16678. ^ 
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deferred debt of the two governments to all the creditor emi- 
grants was composed, in the lost analysis of (1) the debt of 
each government to its new nationals, and (2) the debt oi one 
of the governments to the other, and an identical debt of the 
latter to its new nationals, the amount of which was equal to 
the difference of the claims of the two groups of emigrants. 

The deferred payments of 90% were made at the moment 
of liquidation of their properties to emigrants in the form of 
'provisional bonds,’ which were to be exchanged later for ‘final 
bonds.’ The provisional bonds issued by the state of settle- 
ment of the emigrants were distributed through the inter- 
vention of the Mixed Commission, which kept account of the 
bonds issued by each govermnent. The provisional bonds bore 
interest at 6% from the date of the transfer of possession to 
the State in the properties liquidated by the Commission. The 
interest was payable semi-annually. 

At the termination of the liquidation of all immovable 
property of emigrants, and after the issue of all the provi- 
sional bonds necessary for their payment, the Mixed Com- 
mission was to declare the accounts closed, and to invite the 
two governments to liquidate or fund their respective debts 
within three months. The two governments were either to 
pay in cash the value of the provisional bonds, or place under 
the control of an international financial organization fixed and 
suflSlcient revenues for the service of the debt represented by 
the provisional bonds. As soon as these revenues were deter- 
mmed the Commission was to replace the provisional with 
final bonds, or to transform the former to final bonds by 
appropriate inscriptions. 

The final bonds were to yield interest at the rate of 6% 
per year and be redeemable witliin a short period, not ex- 
ceeding 12 years, and beginning from July 1, 1926. The service 
of these bonds was to be insured by an annual revenue guar- 
anteed as is said above. 

The form of the provisional and final bonds, the privileges 
to be enjoyed by them in the country issuing them, and the 
duration of amortization of the final bonds, were to he deter- 
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mined by agreement between each of the governments and 
the Mixed Commission. 

The bonds were to be accepted in place of money in certain 
categories of payments by the emigrant to the issuing gov- 
ernment. In particular, they could be given in payment for 
properties which the possessors of the bonds wished to acquire 
from the state on whose territory they were settled; also, as a 
guaranty for all contracts entered into with such state. 

§ 199. Accounts between the National Banks. At the time 
the Plan was drawn, it was believed that the emigration and 
liquidation would cause the export of funds from the one 
country to the other. Such export might be prohibited by the 
law. The Plan therefore authorized the export of cash pay- 
ments under the Convention and of money coming from direct 
sale of properties or from personal economics. This export was 
to be made as follows. The National Banks of the two coun- 
tries were to open mutually a credit in dollars, which was to 
be used for the benefit of emigrants. Bulgarian emigrants from 
Greece could deposit their money in drachmas at the Nar 
tional Bank of Greece and obtain a check in dollars on the 
National Bank of Bulgaria. The exchange was made at the 
average rate between the rate of purchase and the rate of 
sale of the day. The check was payable at the National Bank 
of Bulgaria at the average rate between the rate of purchase 
and the rate of sale of the day of presentation. Similar ad- 
vantages were enjoyed by the Greek emigrants from Bulgaria. 

At the beginning of each month the two Banks drew up 
a statement of mutual debits and credits, in dollars, resulting 
from the operations of the preceding month. The Bank having 
a credit balance received a ‘provisional acknowledgment’ 
(reconnaissance provxsoire) for the amount of the balance. 
These acknowledgments were issued in dollars and bore inter- 
est at 6% yearly. They were to be liquidated and consoli- 
dated in the same way as the ‘provisional notes’ issued by the 
two governments for their mutual accounts. 

§ 200. Accounts between the two governments. At the 
beginning of each month the Commission determined the 
amount of provisional bonds issued, at its request, during the 
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preceding month by each of the two governments. Each gov- 
ernment being creditor of the other to the extent of this 
amount, the Commission balanced the debit and credit ac- 
counts thus created between the two governments. For the 
amount of this balance the debtor state issued to the 
creditor state, through the intermediary of the Commission, 
a provisional note (bon provisoire) in dollars bearing 6% 
interest. 

At the closing of the accounts, on the termination of the 
work of liquidation, the Commission was to determine the 
totals of the credits and debits between the two governments 
from tho provisional notes and the capitalized interest 
thereon. The set-off between these debits and credits would 
give the final debt of the one of the governments to the other 
on liquidation accounts. 

At the same time the Commission was to find, in agree- 
ment with the two National Banks, tho totals of the credits 
and debits occasioned by the provisional acknowledgments 
issued by these Banks and the capitalized interests thereon. 

The possible debt of the one state to the other in the 
liquidation accounts and the possible credit of its National 
Bank in tho accounts between the Banks could be set off the 
one against the other. The resulting balance would constitute 
the final debt of the one government to the other or of the 
one Bank to the other. There was to be a direct agreement 
between each state and its National Bank with regard to the 
balance. The final debt between the governments or between 
the Banks was to be paid or funded, as seen below. The debtor 
country could not set off against this debt any other account 
pending between the two countries. 

§ 201. Final liquidation of accounts. If the setting off re- 
ferred to above should result in a final debt of the one Bank to 
the other, it was to be paid by the debtor Bank to the creditor 
Bank within three months from the closing of the accounts 
in checks in dollars bearing interest at 6% yearly, payable 
not later than three months from date. 

If the one of the two governments should finally bo found 
debtor to the other, it could pay this debt in a small number 
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of annual pa 3 Tnents according to a method to be agreed upon 
by the parties with the iuterpositiou of the Mixed Commis- 
sion. In the absence of such agreement, the debtor govern- 
ment was bound within three months from the closing of the 
accounts to remit the amount of its debt to the creditor gov- 
ernment in bonds to the bearer, in dollars, bearing 6% inter- 
est, and redeemable in six years beginning with the first of 
July, 1926. These bonds were to be payable, principal and 
interest, by check on New York. The interest, payable semi- 
annually, and the service of the bonds were to be guaranteed 
by sufficient revenues placed under the control of an inter- 
national financial organisation. In case the debtor government 
should obtain an external loan for the consolidation of its 
floating debt before the complete amortization of these bonds, 
it should be bound to redeem by anticipation the above bonds 
from the produce of such loan. 

§ 202. Guarantee funds. Besides the fixed and sufficient 
revenues that each government was required to place under 
the control of an international financial organism as a guaran- 
tee of the obligations resulting from the Plan of Payment, it 
was further provided by the final article of the Plan that the 
liquidated properties of emigrants were to constitute in each 
of the two countries a special guarantee fund, from the time 
of the payment to emigrants in provisional bonds to the time 
of the consolidation of the bonds. 

This fund was to be under a special administration acting 
under the control of the Mixed Commission. Each of the 
governments was to have the possession and enjoyment of the 
properties constituting each fund, but it could not transfer the 
ownership of any of these properties except by paying to the 
administration of the fund the price of the property as de- 
termined by the Mixed Commission at the liquidation, or any 
other price agreed upon by the Commission. 

In case one of the governments should not entirely comply 
with its obligations concerning the consolidation of its debt, 
the Mixed Commission was to have the right to sell the prop- 
erties belonging to the fund or to transfer their administra- 
tion to an institution existing or to be created. On the con- 
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trary, from Ihc moiuonl the debt of a government should be 
consolidated, as provided by the Plan, the control of the Com- 
mission over the fund was to cease and the government could 
dispose freely of the properties constituting such fund. 

The governments were given the power to acquire the full 
ownership of all or part of the properties liquidated by the 
Commission by offering to the latter to substitute for the 
guarantee of these properties other equivalent guarantees. 
The Mixed Commission was competent to decide whether the 
guarantees offered were sufficient, and to reject them if it 
should consider them insufficient. 

§ 203. W orking of the Plan. The Plan of Payment proved 
to be too complicated and not in accord with the facts as they 
developed.'^ The liquidation did not progress so fast as had 
been anticipated. To June 30, 1925, seven payments only had 
been made by the Mixed Commission: three liquidations in 
Bulgaria, one liquidation in Greece, and three restitutions in 
Greece. Moreover the emigrants left their country of origin 
before the liquidation of their properties. Thus the provi- 
sions of the Plan concerning cash payments, the exchange 
account between the two National Banks, and the issuing of 
provisional bonds did not conform with actual conditions. 

The Commission decided to prepare a new Plan. It 
adopted such a Plan on August 10, 1926 ; ® but this was never 
approved by the two governments and need not be studied 
here. 

With regard to the payments themselves, the following 
procedure was developed. Prom the ‘liquidation sheet’ ® con- 
tained in each file, the liquidation service of the Commission 
extracted the necessary data and carried them to the 'calcula- 
tion sheet’ on which the amount of the claim of the emigrant 
was reckoned. The capital of the claim plus the special in- 
demnity due him for dispossession was converted into dollars. 
To this was added the interest due the emigrant in case posses- 
sion of his property had been transferred to the state prior to 

T This accords with what is said m another place (supia, S 13) with respect 
to the theoretical character of the plans of M. de Roover. 

8 Proces-Verbaux, xv, 270th meet., p. 1788. 

8 See supra, § 180. 
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the liquidation. The total constituted the emigrant’s total 
claim. 

From this total claim were deducted all debts of the claim- 
ant to the state where the property was situated.'^ The re- 
mainder was divided into two parts: and 90%. From the 

10% were deducted the debts to creditors which were to be 
paid by the slate of origin and certified debts to local adminis- 
trations, to the National and Agricultural Banks, to lawyers, 
etc. In case these deductions should exceed the 10%, an addi- 
tional amount was taken from the 90% part of the claim, 
which was thus reduced by the same amount. 

For the cash payment a check was issued by the Mixed 
Commission on the National Bank of the country where the 
property was situated. As the emigrants had left their country 
of origin, these checks were payable at either the National 
Bank of Greece or the National Bank of Bulgaria. The Banks 
notified the Mixed Commission each month of the checks that 
had been paid during the preceding month. 

The ‘calculation sheets’ prepared by the liquidation service 
were brought together in ‘liquidation lists’ which contained 
the most important data from the sheets. Statistical sheets 
could be made from these lists, giving at any moment the 
situation as to payments. The lists were summed up semi- 
annually and communicated to each government. On the basis 
of these lists the checks on the National Banks were issued 
and the emigrants were notified by letter of such issue. 

Two copies of the 'liquidation list,’ together with the 
checks and the letters of notice to the emigrants and a copy 
of each liquidation sheet, were sent to the two governments,’'® 
which were entrusted with delivery to each emigrant of his 
check and letter of notice. At the same time the two govern- 
ments were asked to remit to the emigrants in question the 
amount of leva or drachmas in bonds. Copies of the lists of 

w See supra, § 188. 

11 See ou these debts supra, § 248. Those debts were deducted from the 
total claim before its division into cash payment and deferred payment, bo 
that payment of these debts did not reduce the cash payment of 10%. 

13 To the Bulgarian Public Pebt, in the case of Bulgarians from Greece, 
and to the General Office for Refugee Settlement in Greece, in the case of 
Greeks from Bulgaria. 
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checks issued were sent at the same time to the two National 
Banks and to the Bulgarian Public Debt and the Greek 
Ministry of Finance. 

Greece and Bulgaria remitted to the emigrants bonds of 
two internal loans of 1923 which they contracted for this pur- 
pose. They also remitted to them the checks sent by the 
Mixed Commission. They received from the emigrants re- 
ceipts in triplicate for the checks and for the bonds. Two 
copies of each receipt were sent to the Mixed Commission. A 
receipt service at the Mixed Commission checked these re- 
ceipts on the liquidation lists, on which also the payment of 
the checks was noted. This permitted the Commission to have 
a rapid and clear picture of the situation of payments at any 
moment.^® 

This, then, was the mechanism of payments. It remains 
to be considered how far the two states were diligent in mak- 
ing the cash payments and the remitment of bonds, how far 
these bonds were guaranteed and preserved their nominal 
value, and how the accounts between the two governments 
were balanced, 

§ 204. Delays in cash payments. For making the cash pay- 
ments to emigrants from Greece, an account called “Advances 
to the Mixed Commission of Greco-Bulgarian Emigration” 
had been opened at the National Bank of Greece on Decem- 
ber 30, 1922. The Mixed Commission drew on this account by 
a check in the name of the emigrant. In Bulgaria, an account 
was opened at the National Bank of Bulgaria in the name 
of the Section of Control of the Bulgarian budget. The Com- 
mission asked the Bulgarian Public Debt to issue a check in 
the name of the emigrant. 

In Bulgaria cash payments were often greatly delayed. 
The Bulgarian Public Debt, which was asked by the Com- 
mission to issue the checks on the National Bank in the name 
of the emigrants, delayed the delivery of the checks to 

“On the meohaniam of payments the writer has availed himself freely 
of the information contained in tho Memorandum on the Mission and Work 
of the Mixed Commission on Greoo-Bulgarian Emigration, May, 1929, pp. 
25 ff., prepared by the two neutral members of the Commission. 

“This procedure was consented to by the Mixed Commission at the 
request of the Bulgarian Government, but under the reservation that no 
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Greek emigrants from Bulgaria. For example, of a total of 
27,000 dollars for which the Commission asked the issuance 
of checks from April 29, 1926, to December 10, 1926, checks 
for a little over 300 dollars only were issued. It was alleged 
that formalities with respect to auditing caused this delay. 
The Commission decided, December 10, 1926,^® that the cash 
paymeirts to Greek emigrants would be made from January 1, 
1927, in the same way as the similar payments to Bulgarian 
emigrants from Greece, that is, by checks issued by the Com- 
mission itself on the National Bank of Bulgaria, These 
checks were to be payable at sight by the Bank and its 
branch offices, without any formality except the verification 
of the signatures of the Commission on the check. Further- 
more, the Commission decided that on all checks asked of 
the Bulgarian Public Debt before January 1, 1927, the issu- 
ance of which was delayed for more than fifteen days after 
the letter of the Commission, interest of 6% was to be paid. 
Within ten days from this decision the Bulgarian Public 
Debt issued most of the delayed checks, which would tend 
to prove that the alleged auditing difficulties were not very 
serious.^® 

§ 205. Changes in the provisional bonds. The provisional 
bonds were to be exchanged for the final bonds as soon as the 
liquidation of all the properties and the cash payments were 
terminated. The Plan of Payment of 1922 provided that these 
bonds were to be redeemed in twelve years beginning January 
1, 1925. This date was fixed in view of the assumption that 
the budgets of the previous years 1923-25 were to bear the 
whole of the cash payments for the 10^ of the value of 
liquidated properties. By reason of the delays in the work of 
liquidation no payments were made out of the budget of 

deliiys would be caused thereby. A.s delays were often noticed, the Mixed 
Commission wrote repeatedly to the Foreign Minister of Bulgaria calling 
his attention to the fact, Proo^a-Yerbaus, svi, SOrth meet., p. 2041. 

itt Froefes-Verbaux, xvi, 307th meet., p. 2042. 

i®Procfes-Verbaux, x\-ii, 314th meet., December 24, 1926, p, 2096. As a 
result of this quick action, the Commission decided that no interest would be 
charged. As a number of checks asked before January 1, 1927, were still de- 
layed, the Commission decided that after May 31, 1927, it would issue checks, 
thus applying retroactively the above decision of December 10, 1926. Prooes- 
Verbaux, xix, 34l8t meet., May 25, 11^7, p. 17. 
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1922-23, whereas the budgets of 1924-25, 1925-26, and 1926-27 
carried the burden of cash payments. Accordingly decisions of 
the Commission fixed, first, July 1, 1926, and later January 1, 
1928, as the beginning of the twelve-year periofl for the 
redemption of the final bonds.^’ These bonds carried interest 
at the rate of 6% a year. Either government had the right 
to begin the redemption of the bonds earlier than January 1, 
1928. As to the provisional bonds were attached coupons for 
semi-annual interest only to January 1, 1924, eight additional 
coupons, payable July 1, 1924, January 1, 1925, July 1, 1925, 
January 1, 1926, July 1, 1926, January 1, 1927, July 1, 1927, 
and January 1, 1928, were delivered to bearers of provisional 
bonds or were attached to such bonds retained by the Mixed 
Commission. 

The emigrants were paid in Bulgaria by bonds of the Bul- 
garian loan of 6% of 1923 and m Greece by bonds of the 
Greek loan of 6% of 1923. These bonds were payable to the 
bearer and consequently negotiable. They were exempt from 
all taxes or fees whatsoever. However their market value 
dwindled to 50% of the nominal value. 

To July 31, 1927, the Commission had asked the remit- 
tance of bonds to the amount of 200,000,000 drachmas from 
the Greek government and of 680,000,000 leva from the Bul- 
garian government. The delivery of the bonds to emigrants 
was made with great delays by the two governments, owing, 
in part, to administrative formalities and to the difficulty in 
getting into contact with the interested parties. 

The Commission had called upon the two governments to 
extend the privileges of the bonds so as to prevent their 
depreciation. The Greek bonds were accepted in payment of 
debts to the Refugee Settlement Commission and to the 
state. The Bulgarian bonds could not be used in payment of 
all debts to the Direction for the Settlement of Refugees, but 
only of debts for the acquisition of lands.^® 

ProofeB-Verbaux, viii, 160th. meet., October 26, 1923, p. 1017; xiv, 2S8th 
meet., March 11, 1926, p. 1669. 

IB See Report of tite Presideut of the Mixed Commiafflon in League of 
Nations, Official Journal, October, 1927, pp. 1221 ff., and Procis-Verbaux, xxii, 
366th meet,, September 22, 1927, annex 3. 
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§ 206. Changes in the accounts between the two govern- 
ments. The Plan of Payment of 1922 provided, in article 11, 
that at the beginning of each month the Commission was to 
draw up the account of provisional bonds paid during the past 
month by each of the two governments and the balance of 
their debit and credit accounts. For the amount of this balance 
the debtor state was to deliver to the creditor state through 
the intermediary of the Commission a provisional note. No 
such balance was drawn up luitil the end of the first half of 
1925 by reason of the very few payments made to that time. 
An account of the payments in provisional bonds to this date 
was communicated to the two governments, and the Bulga- 
rian government was asked to issue two provisional notes for 
its debit balance.^® 

On March 11, 1926, it was decided that the provisional 
notes should be issued semi-annually, instead of monthly, and 
that these notes should bear interest from the first day of 
the half-year during which the provisional bonds were issued 
whose balance the notes represented.®® Since the creditor state 
was paying interest on the provisional bonds to the emigrants, 
it should recoup itself from the state on whose account the 
bonds were issued. The date of issue of each provisional bond 
was considered to be the date of the decision of liquidation 
of the Mixed Commission. The interest 3 delded by the provi- 
sional notes was capitalized. 

§ 207. Disappearance of the guarantee funds. The provi- 
sional bonds remitted to emigrants were to enjoy, according 
to the Plan of Payment, a special guarantee of the nature of 
a mortgage on a fund constituted by the properties liquidated 
by the Commission in either country. These properties could 
not be sold by the two states without the consent of the 
Commission unless the interested government paid the value 
of the properties to the above fund. 

The settlement of refugees in the two countries gave rise 
to problems which required immediate solution. In particular, < 

tsProofes-Verbaux, xiv, afiSlih meet., March 11, 1926, p. 1068. The account 
ia annexed to a report by the neutral member, M. de Roover, appended in 
Proefes-Verbaux, xih, 249th meet,, December 15, 1926, a-umBy no. 2. 

aoProefes-Verbaux, xiv, 268th meet., p, 1867, 
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it was indispensable to settle the refugees in the properties 
left by the emigrants and to give guarantees for the loans 
obtained for the settlement of refugees. Greece promulgated 
a legislative decree under date of July 26, 1924,-^ authorizing 
the inscription in favor of the Mixed Commission of a mort- 
gage on all the properties liquidated by it in Greece, with a 
view of guaranteeing the debit balance which might eventu- 
ally result from the liquidation of these properties. The Greek 
Minister of Foreign Affairs brought this legislative measure 
to the knowledge of the Mixed Commission, and proposed 
that this guarantee be substituted for the ownership or posses- 
sion of these properties by the Mixed Commission, in view of 
the fact that the government wished to dispose of these prop- 
erties in favor of the refugees. The Greek offer was conditional 
on the application of a similar measure in Bulgaria. The 
Commission decided that the proposed mortgage was a satis- 
factory guarantee, and called upon the Bulgarian government 
to take a similar measure. As the latter government did not 
reply to that offer, the Greek proposal remained without 
effect. 

Subsequently, the properties liquidated or under liquida- 
tion by the Mixed Commission were given by the Greek gov- 
ernment, without prior agreement with the Mixed Commis- 
sion, to the Greek Refugee Settlement Commission, in partial 
guarantee of certain advances made under the auspices of the 
League of Nations for the settlement of the refugees.^® In 
Bulgaria, the properties of the same category were placed, 
without any previous agreement with the Mixed Commission, 
at the disposal of the Direction for tlie Settlement of 
Refugees.®*‘ 

The Bulgarian government claimed absolute ownership 
of these lands, notwithstanding the contrary provisions of the 
Plan of Payment. Indeed, according to the Protocol for the 
Establishment of Bulgarian Refugees (art. VIII) the lands 

Si FubMicd in the Official Journal of July 30, 1924, No, 174. 

“ Proo^-Verbaux, xii, 233d meet., July 22, 1926, p. 1466. 

** See m/ro, § 411. 

Proces-Verbaux, xix, 341st meet., May 25, 1927, pp. 18, 20. There were 
280,000 decares of lands of Greek emigrants from Bul^ria 
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placed at the disposal of the Director of Establishment should 
be lands belonging in absolute ownership to the Bulgarian 
government. 

The Commission refused to relinquish its lien on the liqui- 
dated properties unless other satisfactory guarantees should 
be substituted. However, the guarantees mentioned in the 
bonds granted to the emigrants were in fact non-existent. 
Since the economic and financial situation in the two countries 
was not very favorable, the market of the bonds given to 
emigrants was affected correspondingly. 

§ 208. Proposed substitute guarantees. The neutral mem- 
bers of the Mixed Commission considered the substitution of 
other guarantees for those that had ceased to exist. At the 
suggestion of the Greek government, they decided that the 
guarantee of each state jointly with the Bank which would be 
charged with the payment of the interests and the redemption 
of the bonds would be desirable. Such Banka would be the 
National Bank of Greece and the Agricultural Bank of Bul- 
garia. After the dissolution of the Mixed Commission the 
control of the administration of the funds would be exercised 
by an international financial agency. The neutral members 
asked also that the privileges of the bonds be enlarged, so that 
their value might be kept as high as possible.®* 

In March, 1926, the Ministry of Finance of Greece in- 
formed the Commission of its intention to redeem a first 
portion of the 6% loan of 1923, in conformity with an agree- 
ment entered into with the National Bank of Greece, and 
ratified by the legislative decree of November 14, 1924, In 
April, 1926, the same Ministry asked the Commission con- 
cerning the form which should be given to the definitive 
bonds, in accordance with article 15 of the Plan of Payment 
of 1922, The Mixed Commission advised the Ministry of its 
point of view, and stated that the service of these bonds 
should be placed under the control of an international finan- 
cial agency. The Greek Ministry of Finance replied that it 

*» Proofes-Verbaiuf, xtx, 323d meet., Februaiy 21, 1927, p. 2165; 324th meet., 
February 24, 1927, p. 2168 aud annexes 2, 3, 4; 325th meet., March 2, 1927, p. 
2184. 

Proefe-Vorbavtx, xfat, 341st meet., May 25, 1927, pp. 18-22. 
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could not place aii internal loan under the control of an inter- 
national financial agency, but that it would secure the service 
of the bonds through the National Bank. 

A year later, in May, 1927, the Greek member of the Com- 
mission, in the name of his government, reaffirmed the readi- 
ness of the Greek government to redeem a portion of the 
bonds equal to about 50,000,000 drachmas, and offered to use 
for the service of the bonds certain special revenues which 
were to be deposited at the National Bank definitely and 
irrevocably. The neutral members expressed their pleasure at 
the proposals of the Greek government, and asked the Bul- 
garian member to present the corresponding proposals of his 
government.^^ 

On June 30, 1927,“® the neutral members of the Commis- 
sion stated that, after receiving competent advice, they con- 
sidered the proposed new guarantees by the Greek government 
satisfactory and asked certain additional information. They 
reiterated their request for concrete proposals of the Bulga- 
rian government, and this request was again repeated in 
August, 1927, in view of the fact that the President was to 
present a report on these questions to the Council of the 
League of Nations at its request.®® 

§ 209. Intervention of the Financial Committee of the 
League. The Council of the League of Nations, being advised 
that the question of payment to emigrants and of guarantees 
of the bonds presented difficulties, adopted a resolution, Sep- 
tember 3, 1927,®“ referring this question to the Financial 
Committee, which was directed to give its opinion on all 
the technical aspects of the problem in regard to which the 
President of the Commission should wish to consult it. 
On the invitation of the Secretary-General, the President of 
the Commission wont to Geneva and informed the Finan- 
cial Committee of the various questions on which the Com- 
mission desired its opinion. Sir Otto Niemeyer was appointed 

Pi'oote-Verbaux, xix, 342d meet., May 26, 1927, p. 1. 

Proofea-Verbavx, xx, 352d meet., pp. 1 ff. 

20 Proofes-Veibatix, xxi, 3S9tli meet,, August 12, 1927, p. 10. 

20 Doovunent C. 460. 1927 VII; League of Nations, OffiiMl Journal, Octo- 
ber, 1927, pp. 1112-13. 
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Rapporteur for the questions which concerned the Mixed 
Commission.3^ 

The President of the Commission referred the Financial 
Committee to the Report w'hich the Mixed Commission ad- 
dressed to the Council under date of August 20, 1927, in which 
the technical financial questions waiting solution were enum- 
erated. These were: (1) guarantees; (2) redemption of the 
bonds; (3) privileges and utilization of the bonds; and (4) 
payments in cash and fixed term payments.®® 

According to the information given by the President to 
the Committee, the Mixed Commission on August 1, 1927, 
had issued directly, or applied for the issue of, cash warrants 
for a total of $726,078 ($457,433 for Bulgarian and $268,645 
for Greek emigrants). Of this amount a minimum of $261,000 
had been paid by the two governments to April 1, 1927. It 
was expected that the two governments would be requested 
to pay a further $850,000 in cash to the end of 1927 and 
$1,785,000 to the end of 1928, for the entire liquidation of 
about 40,000 files of the emigrants of the two countries. The 
monthly payment for the two countries would amount to 
about $261,000 from August 1, 1927, to January 1, 1928, and 
about $170,000 thereafter. 

§210. Agreement of September 12, 1927, on cash pay- 
ments. Through the intervention of the Financial Committee 
a first result was obtained with respect to cash payments. On 
September 12, 1927, a memorandum was signed at Geneva by 
the representatives of the two countries regulating the pro- 
cedure to be followed for insuring the regularity of cash pay- 
ments. The Bulgarian Minister of Finance, Mr. Moloff, made 
the reservation that the nece^ary credits should be granted 
by the Sobranie or National Assembly, 

According to this agreement, the Commission was to notify 
each government, one month in advance, of the probable 
amount of the orders for cash payment to be issued by the 
Commission during the following month. Copies of this notifi- 
cation were to be sent to the National Banks of the two 

Bi ProcSs-Verbavix, xsii, 366th meet, September 22, 1827, annexes. 

Bzproo^Verbanx, xxi, 362d meet., August 25, 1927, annex 3. See also 
League of Nations, Official Jmtnial, October, 1927, pp. 1221-24. 
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countries. The two governments were to put at the disposal 
of the two Banks the required funds and the latter were re- 
quired to notify the Commission of the receipt of the funds. 

§ 211. Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement. At the session of 
the I^iancial Committee of Decemberj 1927, the President 
of the Mixed Commission was invited to Geneva to state his 
opinion concerning a note, prepared by the President of the 
Committee, Mr. Otto Niemeyer, which outlined in general 
terms a financial agreement between the two parties and the 
Mixed Commission. The President of the Commission was not 
entirely satisfied with the solutions proposed, as they did not 
afford a complete security to emigrants. The period of thirty 
years contemplated by Mr. Niemeyer for the amortization of 
the final bonds seemed too long. No guarantees were provided, 
except the engagement of the two states to provide the neces- 
sary credits in their budgets. And no privileges were attached 
to the bonds, not even that of acceptance in payment for 
lands belonging to the government. A few days later the Min- 
isters of Finance of the two countries, in cooperation with the 
President of the Commission, succeeded in arriving at an 
agreement on aU the questions under consideration, which 
was approved later by the Council of the League. This is the 
Financial Agreement of December 9, 1927,*® known as the 
Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement from the names of the Min- 
isters of Finance of the two countries concerned. 

The Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement replaced article 9, 
paragraphs 2, 3, and 4, and articles 11-19 of the Plan of Pay- 
ment of December 8, 1922. These articles dealt with the final 
bonds, the accounts between the two governments and the 
National Banks, and the guarantees. 

The effect of the provisions of this Agreement was as 
follows: 

As soon as the agreement was approved by the two gov- 
ernments, the issuing of provisional bonds would cease and 
the existing provisional bonds would be exchanged for final 

The disouBsions at Geneva and the Accord are found in Proces- 
Verbaux, xxiv, 388th meet,, December 19, 1927, aimexea 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6. 
See also League of Nations, Document C. 643. M. 211. 1927, p. 6; and League 
of Nations, Official Journal, February, 1928, pp. 182, 243, 244. 
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ones. In case any provisional bonds were to be issued afler 
January 1, 1928, they were to follow the forms annexed to 
the agreement. The text of Ihe final bonds, identical for the 
two countries, was to be determined by direct agreement 
between the two governments and the Mixed Commission. 
These bonds were to be issued in leva or drachmas respec- 
tively, to bear interest at 6^ a year, payable semi-annually 
January 1 and July 1, and to be amortized by means of a 
redemption fund available from July 1, 1928. 

The period of amortization was to be thirty years. The 
two states engaged to redeem each half-year, beginning on 
July 1, 1928, onc-sixtieth of the total nominal value of the 
bonds issued. A bond would be deemed issued, for the pur- 
poses of this provision, one month after the date at which ihe 
Mixed Commission had notified the two governments of the 
name of the interested party and of the amount due him. 
This solved the difficulty of delays in issuing the bonds. In 
case the necessary bonds for redemption could not be ob- 
tained on the market, or in case their market price was above 
par, they were to be drawn for payment at par. The buying 
and drawing was to be made by the National Bank of Bul- 
garia and the Bank of Greece respectively. 

No other guarantee was given for the amortization of the 
bonds than the engagement of the two countries to transfer 
to the above Banks on January 1 and July 1 of each year the 
sums necessary for the redemption. The Banks, however, were 
to notify the Mixed Commission and the Council of the 
League of Nations, at the end of each half-year, of the 
amounts paid as interest upon the bonds, the amounts re- 
ceived in respect of the redemption fund, and the sums paid 
by them for the redemption of bonds. Thus while the sus- 
ceptibilities of the two governments were protected by the 
non-insertion in the Agreement of any material guarantees for 
intanal loans, the important guarantee was provided of the 
supervision by the Council of the League, through the Finan- 
cial Committee, of the execution of these provisions of the 
Agreement. 

Article 4, paragraph 6, recognized the right of each govern- 
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ment to redeem the whole or a part of the bonds (in addition 
to the one-sixtieth each half-year) at any time, after one 
month’s notice. The two governments undertook to obtain 
without delay all legislative authorizations necessary for se- 
curing the annual inscription in the ordinary budget of the 
state of the sums required for the service of the bonds. 

The bonds and their coupons were to be exempt from any 
taxes, fees, or charges whatsoever, present or future, in the 
issuing country. They were to be accepted in such country, 
at their face value, as pledge for all contracts entered into 
with the state. The Greek Befugee Settlement Commission 
and the Directorate for the Settlement of Bulgarian Refugees 
were to enter into arrangements with the respective govern- 
ments for the purpose of accepting from the refugees, at par, 
the bonds issued by the respective governments for the pay- 
ment of sums due to these organizations. 

As soon as all the final bonds had been issued, or, if possi- 
ble, at an earlier period, the Mixed Commission would fix the 
total of the balance of the debtor state. It would also com- 
pute the amount for interest and amortization corresponding 
to that total (article 6). The debtor state should then deliver 
to a neutral bank, designated by the Council of the League as 
its agent, sixty bonds bearing respectively the dates of De- 
cember 15 and June 15, and payable in the money of the 
creditor state. The agent bank was to present these obliga- 
tions, as they became due, to the debtor state and remit the 
sums received to the creditor state. This was the guarantee 
provided by the Agreement for the payment of the debit 
balance to the creditor state. 

Until the Commission should fix the total of the balance 
of the debtor state, when the above provisions (article 6) 
were to be applied, a transitory regime was to prevail. On 
December 31, 1927, and at the end of each subsequent half- 
year, the Mixed Commission was to fix, in agreement with the 
Ministry of Finance of each country, the total nominal value 
of bonds issued. The definition of the term ‘issued’ above re- 
ferred to applied in this case also. The Commission would 
compare the two totals, and the government found debtor 
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would immediately remit to the creditor government a sum 
representing the semiannual interest corresponding to the 
amount of bonds equivalent to its debt. In case the redemp- 
tion of the bonds ^ould begin, the sum to be paid by the 
debtor government would be increased accordingly. 

The functions of the Mixed Commission by virtue of the 
agreement could be transferred to any other persons or organ- 
ization which might be designated by the Council of the 
Iioague. The last article provided that the Agreement was to 
be ratified and the ratifications deposited at the Secretariat 
of the League of Nations. The Council also was given power 
to decide on all differences of interpretation of the Agree- 
ment. In general, the Agreement was placed under the au- 
thority and supervision of the Council of the League, when 
ordinarily it would come under that of the two governments 
or of the Mixed Commission. 

§ 212. Observations on the Caphandaris-Molloff Agree- 
ment. It appears that Bulgaria was more satisfied with the 
Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement than was Greece, who de- 
layed ratification for a long time. The explanation lies in 
this reason. Under the Plan of Payment of 1922 (article 11), 
at the beginning of each month the Commission balanced the 
accounts between the two governments with respect to the 
amount of provisional bonds issued by each of them to emi- 
grants. For the amount of this balance a provisional note was 
delivered by the debtor to the creditor state. Only at the 
termination of the work of liquidation were these provisional 
notes to be paid or funded by the State finally found debtor. 
On the contrary, under the Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement, 
at the end of each half-year the Mixed Commission was to 
determine the debit balance on the accounts between the two 
governments with respect to the issue of provisional bonds, 
and the debtor slate was to remit immediately to the 
creditor state a sum representing the semiannual interest cor- 
responding to the amount of bonds equivalent to its debt. 
And in case the redemption of the bonds should begin, the 
sum to be paid by the debtor state would be increased ac- 
cordingly. 
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There was, therefore, an obligation for immediate pay- 
ment by the debtor state under the new Agreement which did 
not exist under the previous Plan. And, although the Plan 
provided for the ultimate payment or consolidation of the 
total debit balance by the debtor state, and this under more 
severe conditions than the Agreement of 1927, this obligation 
seemed remote. The original assumption of the Greek gov- 
ernment was that ultimately Bulgaria would be the debtor 
on the liquidation accounts, as it was presumed that a greater 
number of Greeks would remove from Bulgaria than Bul- 
garians from Greece.®^ When this assumption was overcome 
by the greater number of Bulgarian applications for liquida- 
tion of properties, it was stHl expected that the final termina- 
tion of the hquidation of the rich Greek community properties 
and forests in Bulgaria, and the revision of material errors 
committed during the liquidation, would, if they did not 
entirely balance the accounts between the two states, at least 
postpone final settlement until a later period. 

Aside from this difference between the Plan of Payment 
of 1922 and the Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement, which was 
distinctly to the advantage of Bulgaria, the other provisions 
concerning final payment were favorable to the debtor state 
and therefore to Greece, if she should be finally found to owe 
a debit balance to Bulgaria. The differences in this respect 
between the Plan and the Agreement are the following: 

(1) The Plan provided that the debtor government at the 
closing of the accounts was to remit to the creditor govern- 
ment bonds payable to bearer in dollars bearing 6^ interest, 
redeemable within six years by drawings at par. This im- 
plied great inconvenience and financial dangers for the debtor 
state. If the debit balance should amount to a considerable 
sum the service of these short term bonds might be very 
onerous. Moreover, the bonds were negotiable, and if thrown 
unseasonably or deliberately on the market they might en- 
danger the credit of the debtor state. On the contrary, mider 
the Agreement of 1927, the debtor state was to deliver to a 

s* See discussione at the Qreek Cbambei', BouXi| t&p B ncp^oSm A 

Sipodos, meeting of June 28, 1Q20, pp. 5, 7. 
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neutral Bank sixty bonds payable in the money of the credi- 
tor state, which were to be presented semiannually during a 
period of thirty years to the debtor state for payment. These 
bonds were not negotiable and they were redeemable within 
a long period. The danger, therefore, to the credit of the 
debtor state was eliminated and the burden was minimized. 

(2) Under the Plan of 1922, the service of the bonds re- 
mitted to the creditor state was to be guaranteed by sufficient 
revenues placed under the control of an international finan- 
cial institution. The Agreement does away with the obliga- 
tion of guarantees and international control of revenues, and 
provides merely for the interposition of the neutral bank for 
the collection of the sums due on the obligations. 

(3) The Plan provided that the properties liquidated by 
the Mixed Commission were to constitute a guarantee fund 
for the service of the bonds issued to emigrants in each state as 
well as for the liquidation of the accounts between the two 
governments. No such provision is contained in the Agreement. 

(4) The most important difference, perhaps, is this: Arti- 
cle 16 of the Plan of 1922 (last paragraph) stipulated that 
the debt due to the creditor state could not be counterbalanced 
by the debtor state by any other account pending between the 
two countries. The Agreement of 1927 omitted this provision. 
It should be recalled that the Agreement replaces, as is ex- 
plicitly declared in it, 'articles 11-19 of the Plan of 1922. The 
provision of article 16, above referred to, was thus abrogated 
from the coming into force of the Agreement. 

It is possible to argue that the omission of the provision 
in question in the Agreement of 1927 shows that the inten- 
tion of the parties was that the counterbalancing of the debt 
due under the Agreement against other debts between the 
two states should be allowed. But this interpretation would 
not seem very strong. The question of counterbalancing 
^ould be decided by the application of general rules of equity 
and good faith, which are applicable in a case where positive 
international law is not available. 

** The Council of the League designated in this connection the Banque 
Nation&le Suisse. 
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Here were two states, having between them mutual debts 
arising from treaty obligations. At a certain moment both 
states are bound to make a payment on such debts. Suppose 
one of the states, for one reason or another, does not make 
such payment. Why should the other be compelled to execute 
its obligation? In such a case only an express agreement 
should be permitted to exclude the counterbalancing of the 
mutual debts. 

Such an express agreement certainly did not exist. It is 
true, however, as we have seen above, that at the time the 
draft Convention was submitted to the Bulgarian delegation 
at the Peace Conference in Paris, the delegation put to the 
Committee on New States the very question of such a counter- 
balancing. It was maintained by the delegation that no 
counterbalancing should be allowed, and that it so understood 
the provisions of the Convention. The Committee on New 
States in its reply to the Bulgarian delegation confirmed this 
understanding. Greece, however, could claim that this reply 
m no way bound her since she never was advised of or con- 
sented to it. And in view of the facts that the clauses 
originally submitted by Mr. Venizelos dealt with questions 
of indemnities and reparations as well as with reciprocal emi- 
gration, and that the draft Convention was prepared by Mr. 
Politis, it could not be asserted that the interpretation by the 
Committee on New States had any important weight. 

§ 213. Execution of the agreement of September 12, 1927. 
The agreement for insuring the regularity of cash payments, 
adopted September 12, 1927, was duly executed by the two 
countries. A statement of the President of the Commission, 
in a note addressed to the Financial Committee under date of 
March 2, 1928, to the effect that on the Greek side, the pay- 
ments had not been sufficient to meet the drafts issued to 
February 20, 1928, “and the total liability on unpaid drafts 
reaches a high figure,” was challenged by the Greek Min- 
ister at Berne, Mr. Dendramis.®^ The President had to ask 
supplementary information from the Secretariat of the Com- 

8® League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 192S, p. 477. 

8' Doc. F. 629, May 29, 1928 
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mission, and reported that all clxecks issued by the Commis- 
sion had been paid by the National Bank of Greece, although 
on February 20, 1928, there was a debit balance of the Greek 
government at that Bank. In a subsequent commimication, 
the President of the Commission stated that by April 30. 
1928, the funds deposited at the Bank by the Greek govern- 
ment exceeded by $201,000 the sum required for the payment 
of the checks of emigrants.®® 

The distribution of the cheeks by the state authorities 
to the interested persons was in some cases delayed. To 
August 1, 1928, 75% of the cheeks were distributed in Bul- 
garia to the Bulgarian emigrants and 83% to the Greek emi- 
grants in Greece.®® 

§ 214. Execution of the Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement, 
The execution of the Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement was de- 
layed because of its late ratification by the Greek government. 
The Bulgarian government ratified the Agreement as early 
as April 3, 1928. In Greece public opinion was agitated against 
it, and for some thue the government was prevented from 
submitting it to the National Assembly or pressing for its 
ratification by difficulties of internal character, notwithstand- 
ing the pressure of the neutral members of the Commission 
and of the Financial Committee of the League.^® 

By reason of this delay, certain provisions of the Agree- 
ment, whose execution should have commenced in the begin- 
ning of 1928, remained without effect. Thus, articles 1 and 3 
provided that aU provisional bonds to be issued after January 

1, 1928, were to follow the forms annexed to the Agreement, 
and that the text of the final bonds was to be identical for 
the two countries and fixed by agreement between the two 
countries and the Commission. 

With regard to the first question, the Greek government 

«»Proc4&-Verhaiix, xxviii, 422d meet., Juae 23, 1928, pp. 3ff., and annexes 

1 , 2 . 

«ePtoa6a-Verbau\, xxx, 444tli meet, October 10, 1928, pp. 1 ff. and annex 2 

'“’Proefee-Verbanx, sxvi, 406th meet., March 17, 1928, p. 1 and aimexee 1, 

2, 3; xxvii, 418th meet., May 23, 1928, pp. 1 ff.; xxviii, 422d meet., June 23, 
V3S&, pp. Sff. and annexes I, 2; xxx, 444th meet., October 10, 1928, pp Iff. 
and annex 2. See also League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1928, pp. 
449-4S0, 464, 477-478; July, 1928, p. 1031; October, 1928, pp. 1661, 1738. 
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issued provisional bonds after February 1, 1928, in the new 
form, but these were not distributed till the ratification of the 
Agreement. The Bulgarian government issued no provisional 
bonds of the new form. 

On June 26, 1928, the Mixed Commission adopted, the 
Greek member abstaining, the text of the final Bulgarian 
bonds, which was agreed upon by the Financial Committee of 
the League, the Direction of the Bulgarian Public Debt, and 
the Secretariat of the Commission.*^ But these bonds were not 
issued by the Bulgarian government pending the ratification 
of the Agreement by Greece. The text of the Greek final bonds 
was adopted by the Commission at its meeting of August 10, 
1928.*® 

In the meantime the distribution of the provisional bonds 
to emigrants by the two governments went on as before. By 
August 1, 1928, the Bulgarian government had distributed 
only 264,000,000 leva in bonds out of 1,636,000,000 leva asked 
by the Commission, or only 16%. On the same date the 
Greek government had distributed 250,000,000 drachmas in 
bonds out of a total of 320,000,000 drachmas asked by the 
Commission, or 78%,*® 

According to article 4 of the Agreement the Commission 
had found the Greek state debtor to the amount of 18,000,000 
leva for the half-year ending December 31, 1927, and had 
asked it to pay the interest thereon to the Bulgarian govern- 
ment.** This payment was not made while the Agreement 
remained unratified. 

In the meantime Mr, Venizelos became Prime Minister in 
Greece and Mr. Caphandaris, who had signed the Agreement 
of December 9, 1927, and had vainly tried to bring about its 
ratification, went out of office. At the session of September, 
1928, the Financial Committee had urged the immediate rati- 
fication of the Agreement and the Council postponed exami- 
nation of the question to the December session.*® The Agree- 

“ Proc&s-Verbaux, xxviii, 424th meet., pp. 2, 4. See text of the bond, 
ibid., annex. 

■taProefes-Verbaux, xxix, 433d meet. 

“Proefea-Verbanx, xxx, 444th meet., October 10, 1928, pp. IS. and annex 2. 

League of Nations, Official Journal, Apiil, 1928, p. 478 

*®See League of Nations, Official Journal, October, 1928, pp. 1651, 1738. 
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ment was finally adopted by the Greek Parliament on Decem- 
ber 9, 1028, and ratified by the Greek government. This was 
announced to the Financial Committee of the League at its 
December session.*® 

Soon afterwards, two further difficulties arose. A Greek law 
adopted January 24, 1929, provided that the 6 % loan of 1923 
was to be redeemed within fifteen years at par by drawing 
by lot. The Bulgarian government considered this a viola- 
tion of article I of the Agreement, which provided for redemp- 
tion of the bonds within thirty years. However, paragraph 6 
of the same article permitted any of the governments to 
redeem the whole or part of the bonds, in addition to the 
sixtieth part of the total amount of bonds due each half-year. 
And there is no doubt that it was to the advantage of the 
emigrants to have the bonds redeemed as the new Greek law 
provided. 

The purpose of the Greek government, in taking this step, 
was to present at each semiannual balancing of payments 
made by each government, as provided in article 4, a larger 
sum paid by Greece for the redemption of bonds. In this 
way the balance between the payments by the two govern- 
ments would be eliminated or minimized, and the obligation 
under the Agreement of the Greek government to pay to 
Bulgaria the interest on the balance would be correspondingly 
affected. The Bulgarian government, indeed, was not finan- 
cially able to follow the Greek government in the policy of 
applying to the amortization of bonds more than the required 
minimum sum. 

The Financial Committee of the League undertook to 
settle this difficulty; and it appears that the Greek govern- 
ment was allowed to print the final bonds with the legend that 
they were redeemable in fifteen years at par and by drawing 
by lot. 

The other difficulty arose in connection with the mora- 
torium obtained by Bulgaria in connection with the payment 
of reparations. By virtue of the Treaty of Neuilly, Greece was 
entitled to a part of the reparations due from Bulgaria. Al- 
January, 1929, pp. 182-188. 
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though a inoratorium was granted in 1928 by the Reparations 
Commission, Greece received her part for that year from that 
Commission from funds at its disposal. In 1929 a new mora- 
torium was to be granted to Bulgaria; and as the Reparations 
Commission could not make the payments due Greece on 
account of reparations, the Greek government asserted that it 
could set off the payment due it by Bulgaria on account of 
reparations against the payment of interest due by Greece 
to Bulgaria on its debit balance resulting from the bonds 
issued, which was required by article 4 of the Agreement. In 
the meantime the Bulgarian government had notified the 
Mixed Commission on February 27, 1929, that it would be 
compelled to suspend the service of the bonds issued to emi- 
grants if the Greek government did not make the payments 
imposed by the Agreement.*'* 

§ 215. Payment of debit balance by Greece. At the session 
of the Council for March, 1929,*® Sir Austen Chamberlain 
asked whether Greece was meeting or would meet without 
delay the bonds issued by the Mixed Commission in favor 
of Bulgarian emigrants. The question shows that Sir Austen 
was not entirely aware of the scheme of payments and of the 
effect of the Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement. On the one hand, 
bonds to Bulgarian emigrants were not issued by the Mixed 
Commission but by the Bulgarian state. On the other hand, 
Greece was not bound to meet the service of the bonds issued 
for Bulgarian emigrants from Greece. Payments on these 
bonds were made by the Bulgarian government, and only in 
case these payments exceeded those made by the Greek gov- 
ernment to Greek emigrants from Bulgaria was Greece bound 
to pay to Bulgaria the interest on the difference. The obliga- 
tion, therefore, of Greece was only to ease the Bulgarian 
budget for the payments to Bulgarian emigrants. 

Answering Sir Austen’s question, the Greek representative, 
Mr. Carapanos, said that it was impossible for him to fix 
any particular date for putting the bonds into circulation, 
as this was a technical matter. The reply shows that Mr. 

Procis-Verbaux, xxxiii, 470th meet., Maich 28, 1929, p. 2. 

League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1929, p. fi49. 
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Carapanos did not understand Sir Austen’s question, and was 
simply speaking of the issue of the final bonds, the form of 
which had to be agreed upon with the Mixed Commission and 
which were to be printed. Besides, these bonds were to be 
distributed to Greek emigrants from Bulgaria, and had noth- 
ing to do with the bonds for Bulgarian emigrants from Greece, 
which were to be issued and distributed by the Bulgarian 
Government. 

Here, then, was a perfect case of complete misunderstand- 
ing and confusion. However, Sir Austen Chamberlain per- 
mitted himself to express the view that the answer was not 
satisfactory; that “it was of the first importance that arrange- 
ments for the payment of the bonds should be made at once” ; 
and that “he would urge . . . upon the Greek Government 
that this was a matter which admitted of no delay, and that 
it was really a point of honor to give satisfaction at the earliest 
possible moment.” 

Thereupon the representative of Bulgaria, Mr. Bouroff, 
thanked Sir Austen for the question he had raised and re- 
marked that the Bulgarian government would not be in a 
position to pay regularly the interest and amortization of the 
bonds unless it were to receive the balance owing from Greece. 
Mr. Carapanos pointed out “that the Greek budget would also 
require certain funds due to it from Bulgaria if it were to be 
balanced, and he thought that the Financial Committee might 
examine this question." 

These remarks of the representatives of the two countries 
placed the question in its right place, that is, as a question 
of the obligations existing on the part of Greece and Bulgaria 
under two different international agreements to make budge- 
tary payments to each other; on the part of Greece under 
the Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement; on the part of Bulgaria 
under the arrangements for reparations. 

However, Sir Austen Chamberlain went on to say that he 
thought “that the discussion had passed outside the limits 
of the question raised.” That was not true; it was a question 
of budgets, as the representatives of the two countries were 
agreed. Sir Austen next remarked that "the point that con- 
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cerned the Council was that an obligation undertaken by the 
Greek Government at the request of the Council and declared 
before the Council should be honorably met." 

To this, Mr. Carapanos, avoiding discussion, answered 
that he believed he had replied to this point. His proper an- 
swer, of course, should have been that either Sir Austen was 
not fully informed on the nature of the obligation Greece had 
undertaken under the Agreement of December 9, 1927, or else 
his attitude was almost high-handed in attempting to compel 
the Greek government to increase the resources of the Bul- 
garian budget, while Bulgaria was allowed by moratorium to 
postpone payment of reparations and to deprive the Greek 
budget of equivalent resources.*® 

In the meantime, the Bulgarian government eliminated 
this question by paying the reparations due to Greece for the 
first haK of 1929. Under such conditions the Greek govern- 
ment had no reason to insist on the question of compensation. 
At its session of June, 1929,®® the Council was informed that 
the Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement was being carried out, the 
Greek government having made the first payment due under 
this Agreement. As Mr. Politis explained at the meeting of 
the Council, the Greek government had had to overcome some 
very real difiBoulties, "as public opinion in Greece found it 
difficult to understand why there should not be a perfect 
equality of treatment in the execution of the international 
obligations of the various countries, and why a state should 
be obhged to pay its debts, while it was not receiving payment 
from its creditors.” Mr. Politis added significantly that the 
Greek government hoped "that it would be able, upon recov- 
ery of the sums which were due to it, to continue to discharge 
its obligations punctually.” 

The payment then made by Greece amounted to 140,235,- 
034 leva and covered interest and amortization of capital for 
the difference in amount of the bonds issued by the two coun- 
tries until December 31, 1928. 

48 It must be recalled that in. the meantime Bulgaria had raised a loan 
for Hie settlement of refugees at London and British interests favored the 
alleviation of the Bulgarian budget. 

““League of Nations, Official Journal, July, 1929, pp, 1016, 1181. 
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From the time when all the final bonds have been issued, 
or, in the opinion of the Mixed Commission, a sufficient num- 
ber of them, the provisions of article 5 of the Caphandaris- 
Molloff Agreement will be applied. That is, the Mixed Com- 
mission will calculate the half-yearly service (interest and 
amortization) for the total balance due from the debtor state. 
The debtor stale will then remit to the neutral bank desig- 
nated by the Council of the League bonds payable on Decem- 
ber 15 and June 15, one bond for each half-yearly payment. 
The amount received will be remitted by the agent bank to 
the creditor state. 

§ 216. Statistical data. As was noted above, the Commis- 
sion estimated at the time the Plan of Payment was adopted 
that each of the two countries would have to pay for liquida- 
tion of emigrants’ properties a sum between $1,500,000 and 
$3,000,000. In 1927, when the Plan of Payment was modified 
by the Caphaudaris-MoUoff Agreement, the estimates were, 
exclusive of community properties, pensions, and some other 
items, a total of $22,000,000 for Greece and $16,000,000 for 
Bulgaria. 

The table below shows the value of liquidations made by 
the Commission to April 30, 1929, and payments thereon by 
the two states. At that time there remained unliquidated 4938 
files of Greeks from Bulgaria and 5602 files of Bulgarians from 
Greece, of an estimated liquidation value of $2,770,218 and 
$4,123,072 respectively. 

The most unsatisfactory point in the question of payments 
was the market price of the bonds delivered to emigrants in 
payment of the 90% of their liquidation account. The fluctua- 
tions of the market price of the Greek and Bulgarian bonds 
remitted to emigrants is shown in the graph below.®^ Before 
1927 the market prices had reached lower levels, but only a 
small part of the payments under the Convention were made 
before September, 1927. 

In view of the great depreciation of the Bulgarian bonds 

'’•This graph aiid_ the previous table are borrowed from the Memo- 
randunt os. the Mission and Work of the Mixed Commission on Greco- 
Bulganan Emigration, May, 1929, prepared by the neutral members of the 
Commisdon, 
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of tho Qfo loan of 1923, the President of the Commission, 
Colonel do Reynier, put the question before the Financial 
Committee of the League in Jairuary, 1930, and asked for 
technical advice on the measures that should be taken to raise 
the market price of the bonds.®® At the time of the signature 
of the Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement these bonds sold at 
62% of the nominal value, their price falling thereafter and 
gradually reaching 47.8%, At the same time the Greek bonds 
sold at 75% of tho nominal value. The reasons of the depre- 
ciation of the Bulgarian bonds seemed to be, first, a larger 
issue of such bonds for Bulgarian emigrants from Greece, and, 
secondly, the lack of confidence on the part of the emigrants, 
who preferred to sell the bonds at any price. 

Hi Proces-Veibaux, xxxviii, 532d meet., Febmavy U, 1930, p. 3 and an- 
nexes naa. 2-4. 
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FINANCES OF THE COMMISSION 


§ 217. Decisions for, and administration of, expenditure. 

§ 218 Appoitionmcnt of expenditure between, the two States. 

§ 219. Budgets of the Commission, 1921-29. 

§ 220. Keceiviug funds fiom the two countiiea. 

§ 221. Verification of accounts 

§ 217. Decisions for, and administration of, expenditure. 
At an early clate,^ the Mixed Commission decided that the 
expenditure for its operation and maintenance was under its 
own control, and that it might take, by a majority vote, 
decisions involving expense or pecuniary charges. Such de- 
cisions were written out and were called conventionally arrHis 
or decrees. The original text of every arr^t6 was signed by the 
President and the members, and was kept by the Secretary 
in a numbered collection. The President was given power to 
authorize the current expenditure of the Secretariat. The 
funds of the Commission were administered by the President 
and Secretary jointly, who arranged for all payments under- 
taken in the name of the Commission. The account books 
were always open to the examination of the members. Once 
a month, at least, the Greek and Bulgarian members verified 
all the items and affixed their signatures in token of approval. 
Four times a year the President drew up a summary of the 
accounts, which, after approval by the Commission, was sent, 
for the purpose of information only, to the Greek and Bul- 
garian governments.® 

3- Pvoofes-Verbaux, i, 19th meet., January 14, 1921, p. 90. 

*The expenses and accounts of the Sub-Commissions were placed under 
the immediate supervision of the Presidents of the Central Sub-Commis- 
sions, who transmitted all the documents to the Mixed Commission, Por 
every expense, a decision was taken by the Sub-Commission, which was 
submitted to the Mixed Commission for its approval. See Proefes-Verbaux, 
xii, 240th meet., October 3, 1926, p. 1503; xiii, 248th meet., December 16, 
1925, p. 1677. 
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§ 218. Apportionment of the expenditure between the 
two states. Article 13 of the Convention respecting Reciprocal 
Emigration provided that “the expenses of the maintenance 
and working of the Mixed Commission and its agencies shall 
be borne by the Governments concerned in proportions to be 
determined by the Commission.” The Greek and Bulgarian 
members developed different points of view relative to the 
apportionment of such expenses between the two states. From 
the Bulgarian side it was argued that, in determining the ap- 
portionment, account should bo taken of the capacity of pay- 
ment and number of inhabitants of each country, also of the 
political interest that each country had in the application of 
the convention, and that on the basis of these three elements 
the contribution of Bulgaria should be less than that of Greece. 
The Greek member, on the other hand, asked that the con- 
tribution of Greece should be the lesser. The Commission at 
its meeting of December 2, 1922,® decided to take no account 
of the fact that the convention might be less profitable to the 
one country than to the other. Greece and Bulgaria were 
placed in the same class with regard to their contribution to 
the expenses of the League of Nations. It was thought that a 
similar system would be equitable in regard to the expenses 
of the Commission and its agencies. In view, however, of the 
conditions under which the work of the Commission developed 
during the first two years, a certain reduction in favor of 
Bulgaria was allowed by charging to the Greek govermnent 
one-half of the remuneration of the Bulgarian member during 
these two years, which had been paid by the Commission. 

§219. Budgets of the Commission, 1921-29. The budget 
of the Commission grew steadily from 1921 to 1927, with the 
multiplication of its work and the increase of its agencies 
and personnel. In the first year, 1921, its personnel consisted 
only of a Secretary-General, a First Secretary, and three 
other employees. In 1922 and 1923 a Sub-Commission was 
added, and in 1924 a second Sub-Commission was created for 
the application of the Convention in Western Thrace. The 
personnel of the Commission rose to 77. 

sPiocfef-Veibaux, vi, 126th meet, pp. 814-816. 
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In 1925 the work of esLabl^hment of property rights, of 
survey of lands, and of appraisal by staffs of agronomists and 
expert architects began to be carried out. These various agen- 
cies, with the increase of the Sub-Commissions to nine for 
Greece and Bulgaria, raised the personnel to a total of 243. 
In 1926 and 1927 the Directions of the Centres, the two addi- 
tional Sub-Commissions, the neutral experts, foresters, and 
other agencies increased the personnel to 380. 

The budget for each of these years then was as follows: 


£ s d. 


1921 

10.163.10 

1922 

12 463. 4.3 

1923 

13.841.10.3 

1924 

22 840 1.7 

1925 

47.162.16.4 

1926 

69.196.14.1 

1927 

110.476. 9.8 


In the last year the expenses of the Commission exceeded 
the budgetary provisions. A committee on economy was cre- 
ated under the chairmanship of M. Bronimann, the chief of 
the liquidation service, and important economies were made 
effective in January, 1928. A number of agents of the Com- 
mission were dispensed with and the personnel of the Com- 
mission was thus reduced to 270. As a result the budget was 
reduced to £78,263.3s.ld. 

A further reduction of the personnel was effected in 1929. 
Two Sub-Commissions were left in Bulgaria and one in Greece 
to finish up the remaining cases of property rights. The Direc- 
tion of the Centre of Comotini was abolished. All the appraisal 
experts were released. Only the compiling services remained in 
full force. The total personnel was 222. The estimated bud- 
get for this year was £63,835. 

This brings the total expenditure of the Mixed Commis- 
sion from its constitution to the end of 1929 to £428,240.9s.9d. 

Allowances of one month’s salary after dismissal were 
granted to employees of the Centres by the Director. Allow- 
ances were also granted to the teams of the compiling services 
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with the view of obtaining greater efficiency. High function- 
aries of the Commission were not granted such allowances, 
the Greek and Bulgarian members having opposed a proposal 
of the President.'* 

Trips to Genova by the neutral members were often an 
unnecessary cause of expenditure. The Greek member usually 
objected to such trips. His objections, however, were over- 
ruled, the neutral members believing that he was actuated 
by the desire to prevent their contact with the League.® 

The salaries of representatives of the two governments at 
the Sub-Commissions or other agencies of the Commission 
were not included in the expenrliture of the Commission. In 
case payments were made by the Commission to such em- 
ployees, which properly had to be charged specifically to the 
one government or the other, reimbursement was asked at the 
time the regular contribution of each government was due.® 

By an understanding between the Commission and the 
Greek government, the former had agreed to administer the 
sunrs expended by the Greek government for the remunera- 
tion of the personnel of the Greek delegation and of the 
Greek members and secretaries of the Sub-Commissions. The 
sums for this purpose were sent by the Greek government to 
the Commission together with the contribution for the Com- 
mission’s expenses. From February, 1927, the Commission de- 
clined to administer the above sums. It decided to remit them 
to the Greek delegation for their distribution, and later called 
upon the Greek government to send separately the funds des- 
tined to the Commission and to the Greek delegation. 

§ 220. Receiving funds from the two countries. From No- 
vember 1, 1922, the expenditure for the maintenance and 
functioning of the Commission and its agencies was borne 
equally by the two countries. Until that time the Commission 
had asked at five different times, at irregular intervals, for 
funds from the two governments. From the above date until 

♦Prooes-Verbaux, xxxii, 483d meet., November 29, 102^ p. 6. 

•See, for instance, Proofis-Verbaia, xxxii, 465th meet., December 1, 1928, 

pp. 2-12, 

• Procfes-VerbaTix, vi, 126th meet., December 2, 1032, pp, 814-816; xiv, 266th 
meet., June 10, 1026, p. 1718; xvi, 300th meet, November 11, 1926, p. 1941. 
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June, 1926, the Commission received funds from the two 
governments at the end of each half-year. After June, 1926, 
each of the two governments was asked to send a monthly 
contribution, at the end and later at the beginning of each 
month. 

The Commission was frequently short of funds, the two 
governments often delaying remittance of their respective con- 
tributions towards its maintenance and functioning. The 
proces-verbaux of the meetings of the Commission are full 
of discussions on this matter. The delay was sometimes caused 
by the fact that the expenditure of the Commission exceeded 
the monthly sum originally asked of each government and the 
latter had not secured the necessary appropriations. The ex- 
cess of expenditure was due to unforeseen disbursements and 
the increase of the agencies of the Commission. In order to 
avoid the interruption of the work of the agents of the Com- 
mission, the President was empowered by the Commission 
to obtain loans from banks at Sofia or Athens. These loans 
were obtained by the signatures of the two neutral members. 
The deficit was then covered by supplementary contributions 
asked of the two governments. At one time the advances of 
the bank rose to a large sum, and the Commission, being un- 
able to obtain further advances, was placed in a very diffi- 
cult position. The work of its agencies was often interrupted 
on this account.'^ 

In view of the fact that an important part of the funds 
was expended in the national currency of each country, leva 
and drachmas, and that the treasury authorities of the two 
countries met with difficulties in the purchase of foreign 
money, the Commission decided that in case either of the 
two countries should desire to pay a port of its contribution 
in national currency, it might do so to the extent of one-third 
of the contribution.® This measure was taken especially with 
the hope that the contribution of each government would be 

’’ Proofes-Verbaux, xvi, 2981,h meetT November 2, 1926, p. 1918; 300th. meet., 
November 11, 1926, p. 1040; xvii, 319th meet., February 3, 1927, p. 2136; 
32Sth meet., p. 2260; xxvi, 410th meet., April 9, 1928, p. 17; xxxi, 469t]i meet., 
November y. 1928, p. 2. 

®Proc6s-Verbaux, xvi, 312th meet., December 17, 1926, p. 2076. 
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sent to the Commission without delay. This hope was not 
realized. At times more than two monthly contributions were 
in arrears. At one lime the President of the Commission with- 
held the sums which were sent by the Greek government for 
the use of the Greek delegation through the Commission. This 
arbitrary action did not meet with the approval of the Com- 
mission.® 

As a rule the estimates of the Commission were always 
short of the expenditure. To this were due the embarrass- 
ments of its position more than to the unwillingness of the 
states to send funds. The national members of the Commis- 
sion were bitter at times in commenting on this inability of 
the neutral members in charge of financial afiairs to avoid 
deficits.^® 

§ 221. Verification of accounts. As has been said in an- 
other connection/’ the Societe Anonyme Fiduciaire Suisse 
undertook, by agreement with the Commission, the direction 
of the liquidation service and the supervision of the internal 
accounts of the Commission. M. Bronimann, the reviser of 
that Company, was put in charge of the direction and super- 
vision and took up his duties on February 1, 1927. Early in 
April, 1927,^® he submitted a report to the Commission on his 
verification of the accounts from the constitution of the Com- 
mission. 

In May, 1927, M. Bronimann was asked by the Commis- 
sion to go and examine summarily the accounts of the Centres 
at Saloniki and Comotini. He discovered at Comotini great 
frauds committed by the expert architects in that Centre.^® 
It should be recalled that this agency for the valuation of 
buildings and building lands in Thrace was the only agency 
of the Mixed Commission made up of representatives of the 
two countries without the participation of a neutral. The 

» Proces-Verbaux, xix, 34lBt meet.. May 25, 1927, pp. 1 ff. 

loSee, for instance, Proc^s-Vcibaux, xxix, 434th. meet., August 16, 1928, 
pp. 2 £f. 

See supra, p. 272. 

w Proces-Verbaux, xviii, 332d meet., April 4, 1927, p. 2304. 

^*See M. Brommann’s report in Proces-Veibaux, xviii, 340th meet.. May 
19, 1027, annex 6; and the discussion thereon in the Commission, xix, 34M 
meet.. May 25, 1927, p. 12. 



FINANCES OF THE COMMISSION 331 

expert architects in Thrace, as well as in the other centres, 
were not paid a salary, like other agents of the Commission, 
but honoraria on the basis of the expert appraisals made by 
themd‘ The architects in Thrace had collected unduly several 
honoraria for single expert appraisals. On the whole it appears 
that, especially under the direction of M. Bronimann, the ac- 
counts of all services of the Commission were checked and 
verified, and, except in the case referred to above, no disorder 
or abuse of any kind took place. 
i*See hupia, p. 244. 
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AND TURKISH POPULATIONS AND OTHER 
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§222. Oiigm of the Convention 
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§225. Diufting of the Convention. 

§ 226. Piovisions of the Convention 

§227. The Deelaiation <is to Moslem piopeities in Greece. 

§ 228. The Declaration on Amnesty 

§ 222. Origin of the Convention. Like the Convention con- 
cerning Reciprocal Emigration between Greece and Bulgaria, 
the Convention concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turk- 
ish Populations of January 30, 1923, is a part of the peace 
settlement with Turkey in 1923. However, unlike the former, 
which was worked out by the Committee on New States and 
for the Protection of the Rights of Minorities and accepted 
by Greece and Bulgaria, the latter is the fruit of long and 
laborious negotiations at the Conference of Lausanne. 

As a result of the Greek military disaster in Asia Minor 
in September, 1922, hundreds of thousands of Greeks were 
driven out from Asia Minor and Eastern Thrace and came to 
swell the great numbers of Greek refugees who had fled from 
those provinces during the period 1912 to 1920. In the session 
of the Assembly and Council of the League in September, 
1922, Dr. Fridtjof Nansen was intrusted with the question of 
relief for the refugees from the Greco-Turkish war.^ In Con- 
stantinople and Athens he carried on certain negotiations for 
the exchange of Greek and Turkish populations; later he came 
to Lausanne and put forward a proposal for the adoption of 
a separate convention for this purpose between Greece and 
Turkey. 

League of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1922, pp. 1140-41. 
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There has been a good deal of dispute as to how the idea 
of an exchange of populations, and, in particular, its com- 
pulsory character, originated, and it is important to trace this 
development here. 

Dr. Naiisen on September 27, 1922, after his appointment 
by the Assembly of the League, telegraphed to Mustapha 
Kemal Pasha, Head of the Revolutionary Government of 
Angora, expressing his earnest desire to enter mto relations 
with the authorities of the Angora government with respect to 
the questions of relief intrusted to him. Arriving in Constanti- 
nople in the first week of October, he met several times Hamid 
Bey, diplomatic representative at Constantinople of the An- 
gora govermnent. On October 12 and 14 Dr. Nansen sent to 
Hamid Bey a memorandum and a letter, setting forth “the 
various questions with which I wished to deal, particularly 
that of an exchange of populations between Greece and Tur- 
key.” 

In the meantime, on October 13, Mr. Venizelos, diplomatic 
representative of the Greek government in London and later 
President of the Hellenic Delegation at the Conference of 
Lausanne, sent a telegram to Dr. Nansen. In this, Mr. Veni- 
zelos stated that the Minister of Interior of the Angora gov- 
ernment had declared, a fortnight previously, that the Turks 
had decided not to aUow the further presence of Greeks on 
Turkish soil, and would propose at the forthcoming confer- 
ence the compulsory exchange of Greek and Turkish popula- 
tions. Mr. Venizelos then pointed out that the question of 
housing the refugees would be even more difficult than that 
of their alimentation, and added: “I take the liberty of re- 
questing that you will raideavor to arrange that transfer of 
the populations begin before signature of peace.” Mr. Veni- 
zelos thought that the problem of housing the refugees in 
Greece would be facilitated if the 350,000 Turks in Greece 
could be immediately transferred to houses that the Chris- 
tians in Asia Minor had already left. It appears, therefore, 
that Mr. Venizelos was proposing a total exchange, and prob- 
ably a compulsory one, since he was calculating on the imme- 
diate transfer of all Turks from Greece. 
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On October 15, the High Commissioners of France, Great 
Britain, Italy, and Japan at Constantinople formally invited 
Dr. Nansen “to take all possible steps to endeavor to reach an 
agreement with regard to an exchange of populations be- 
tween the Greek and Turkish governments as soon as pos- 
sible, independently of the peace negotiations.” Inasmuch as 
the question of exchange was essentially connected with the 
problems with which Dr. Nansen was intrusted, he accepted 
the mission which he was invited to undertake by Mr. Veni- 
zelos and the High Commissioners. He also advised the Sec- 
retary-General of the League to this effect. 

Soon afterwards Dr. Nansen went to Athens, where the 
Greek government told him “of its desire that he should at- 
tempt to establish an agreement on the subject of the ex- 
change of populations.” On his return to Constantinople on 
October 23, Dr. Nansen received a telegraphic communication 
from Mustapha Komal Pasha, informing him that “the ex- 
change proposed ... is acceptable in principle," but that 
the matter must bo considered with the government. On Octo- 
ber 30, a telegram from the President of the Council of Minis- 
ters at Angora to Refet Pasha, Turkish Governor of Thrace, 
confirmed likewise the agreement in principle to the exchange 
of populations, excluding Western Thrace. 

Hamid Bey, being instructed to negotiate with Dr. Nan- 
sen, informed him on October 31 that “his instructions only 
permitted him to negotiate on the basis of a total and en- 
forced exchange of populations, from which the population of 
Constantinople would not be excepted.” Dr. Nansen was op- 
posed both to the compulsory exchange and to the inclusion 
of the Greeks of Constantinople. He was only thinking of a 
voluntary emigration similar to that between Greece and Bul- 
garia. He notified the Greek government of Hamid Bey’s 
communication. The reply of that government was “clearly 
unfavorable” to the exchange of the Greeks of Constanti- 
nople. It would seem that the Greek govermnent was not 
“clearly unfavorable” to compulsory exchange.® Dr. Nansen 

^The guotationa in the text and other information aie token from two 
reporta by ]>. Nanaen, with annexes, to the Council of the League, under 
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was unable to carry any further his negotiations in Constanti- 
nople. In the meantime the Peace Conference of Lausanne 
convened. 

§ 223. Discussion at the Conference of Lausanne. At the 
meeting of December 1, 1922,® of the Territorial and Military 
Commission of the Conference, and while that Commission 
was dealing with the question of prisoners of war, a state- 
ment prepared by Dr. Nansen was read by Lord Curzon. It 
was declared in the statement that the four Great Powers 
were favorable to the proposal of exchange of populations, 
believing “that to unmix the populations of the Near East 
will tend to secure the true pacification of the Near East 
and because they believe an exchange of populations is the 
quickest and most efficacious way of dealing with the grave 
economic results which must result from the great movement 
of populations which has already occurred.” Dr. Nansen un- 
derstood that the two interested governments were also in 
favor of the proposal. 

Dr. Nansen was not unaware of the grave difficulties “in- 
volved in the displacement of populations of many more 
than 1,000,000 people, in uprooting these people from their 
homes, transferring them to a strange new country” and of 
the hardships “upon great numbers of the individual citizens.” 
But he was impressed by the fact that these hundreds of thou- 
sands of people had loft their productive emplojonent in Tur- 
key and were without any chance of securing other produc- 
tive employment in Greece, and that the exchange would 
provide Turkey immediately with the population necessary 
to continue the use of the cultivated lands which the Greeks 
had abandoned, while the departure from Greece of her Mos- 
lem citizens would make it possible to render self-supporting 
a great proportion of the refugees. He also pointed out that “it 
would be easier from the political and psychological point of 
view to carry through an exchange of populations at a mo- 

datea of October 16 and November 15, 1922. League of Nations, Doo.C.729. 
M.441.1922; Offleial Jouiml, Jauuni-y, 1923, pp. 126-132. 

* See Great Britain, Parliamentary Papers, Turkey No. 1 U9SS) Lausanne 
Gonjerence on Near Eastern Affairs, lOffsi-lBSS, Records of Proceedings and 
Draft Terms of Peace (Cmd. 1814} (London, 1923), pp. 113-12k 
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ment such as the present, . . . than it will be when affairs 
have settled down to a quieter routine.” 

He proposed that the exchange should be carried out 
within three months, or by the end of February, 1923 ; that the 
Convention respecting Reciprocal Emigration between Greece 
and Bulgaria should serve as a model; and that a machinery 
such as the Mixed Greco-Bulgarian Commission should be set 
up. The political questions to be solved before an agreement 
could be made were the following; (1) whether the treaty 
should be based on the pi’inciple of compulsory or of volun- 
tary emigration; (2) what should be the area of its applica- 
tion; and (3) what should be the nature of the Mixed Com- 
mission or other machinery to be set up. 

A discussion followed in the Commission on this statement, 
during which Mr. Venizelos, President of the Hellenic Dele- 
gation, declared that, while what he had m mind was a volun- 
tary exchange of populations, “he was ready to consider an 
exchange of populations either obligatory or voluntary,” ^ 
and that he was opposed to the departure of the Greeks from 
Constantinople. The President of the Turkish Delegation, 
Ismet Pasha, although in no haste to discuss this problem, 
consented to its considei’ation conjointly with the question 
of immediate release of Turkish civilian prisoners and pris- 
oners of war by Greece. He declared that the Greeks of Con- 
stantinople should be included in the exchange. Lord Curzon 
expressed his preference for a compulsory exchange, as in this 
way only the results expected would be obtained. On a volun- 
tary basis the exchange would take months, “whereas what 
was wanted was firstly to get the Turkish population into 
Eastern Thrace . . . and, secondly, to provide for the accom- 
modation in Greece of the refugees.” He also proposed to ex- 
empt the Greeks of Constantinople from the exchange in the 


* Mr. Theotoka, in an addiesa before the Lawyers’ Association at Athens, 
April 26, 1^8, entitled “Ta Symvatika dikaiomata ton Hellinon en Turkia 
kai ton Turkon en Helladi” (“Treaty Eights of Greeks in Turkey and Turks 
in Greece”), describing the discussions at the Lausanne Oonferenra,^ states 
that, after Dr. Nansen’s statement, Mr. Venizelos expressed his willingness 
to negotiate only on the bads of a voluntary exchange of populations. This 
is not borne out by the Minutes of the Conference, as is shown by the 
quotation of Mr. Venizelos’s statement in the text. 
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interest of Turkey herself, and to set against these people 
the Turkish population of Western Thrace. 

§ 224. Compulsory or voluntary exchange? At last, the 
Commission decided that the question of exchange should be 
examined by a Sub-Commission consisting of representatives 
of each of the three inviting Powers (France, Great Britain, 
and Italy), of Turkey, and of Greece, under the chairmanship 
of an Italian delegate. This sub-commission was to hear Dr. 
Nansen on the question, and collect such evidence as it might 
think fit. While this Sub-Commission was working, the ques- 
tion of protection for minorities was taken up by the Commis- 
sion. During this discussion the question of the voluntary or 
compulsory character of the exchange came up repeatedly. 
Public opinion among the refugees in Greece was highly 
aroused. Notwithstanding all their sufferings, they were at- 
tached to the land of their birth by many ties, and revolted 
against the idea of being forbidden to return thither. The 
Turks in Greece also protested. It could not be denied that 
they enjoyed complete protection of life and property in 
Greece, and they abhorred the idea of being compelled to 
leave their homes. Moreover, to the pubUc opinion of the 
world the idea of the compulsory exchange of populations 
was offensive. 

As a result of this unfavorable public response, there was a 
manifest attempt in the Commission to shift responsibility for 
the origin of the idea of exchange and for the proposal for a 
compulsory exchange. Ismet Pasha stated that the proposal 
of exchange had first been made by the Greek government, 
which seems to be substantiated by Dr. Nansen’s reports above 
referred to. However, he admitted that precedents for the 
exchange may be seen in the Convention concluded at Adria- 
nople between Turkey and Bulgaria on November 2/15, 1913, 
as well as in the negotiations entered upon between Greece 
and Turkey in 1914.® On the other hand, Ismet Pasha de- 
clared that the compulsory exchange of populations was ac- 
cepted by Lord Curzon and Mr. Venizelos at the meeting of 
the Commission of December 1. before he had any chance to 

6 See on these supra, 1 10. 
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speak on the subject.® In this he was forgetting the fact that 
Hamid Bey had put the compulsory character of exchange as 
a condition sine qua non to negotiating with Dr. Nansen at 
Constantinople. 

Mr. Venizelos read a declaration before the Commission 
to the effect that the Greek delegation were willing to give 
up aU idea of a compulsory exchange, subject to the condi- 
tions that the Greek population remaining in Asia Minor 
should not be compelled to leave; that the refugees in Greece 
should be allowed to return to their homes, and likewise the 
refugees from Eastern Thrace, as soon as such a return should 
be compatible with the interests of Turkey, and as soon as 
the difidculties created by the war should disappear. Mr. 
Venizelos said that he would even be disposed to accept any 
date that the Turkish delegation might fix for the return of 
the refugees to their homes. He wished also to reserve the 
right of the Greek government to limit the application of 
the agreement respecting compulsory exchange to those dis- 
tricts of Greece for which it considered the system indis- 
pensable. 

When Ismet Pasha expressed his surprise at hearing Mr. 
Venizelos contradict his previous statement, the latter re- 
peated that he had accepted Dr. Nansen’s proposals for a com- 
pulsory exchange only because he had become fuUy convinced 
that any other settlement of the refugee problem would be 
rejected by the Ottoman delegation. He added; “if there was 
a misunderstanding on this subject, and if the Ottoman dele- 
gation were prepared to consider another solution of the prob- 
lem based on principles which were more humane, he was 
prepared to withdraw his consent to the method of compulsory 
exchange — a method which he had only accepted under stress 
of necessity.” ^ 

Lord Curzon declared ® that he deeply regretted that tho 
solution should be the compulsory exchange of populations, 
“a thoroughly bad and vicious solution, for which the world 
would pay a heavy penalty for a hundred years to come." He 

^Lausanne Confmence, pp. 203, 21S. 

T Lausarme Gonference, pp. 223-227. 

^Ibid., pp. 212, 218. 
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“detested having anything to do with it. But to say it was a 
suggestion of the Greek government was ridiculous. It was a 
solution enforced by the action of the Turkish government 
in expelling these people from Turkish territory.” In reply to 
this Isinet Pasha remarked that “Lord Curzon had said that 
he detested the compulsory exchange of populations; but at 
the meeting of the Commission on the 1st December, Lord 
Curzon had declared that no solution was possible except the 
exchange of populations, and that, as voluntary exchange 
could not give any result, recourse must be had to compul- 
sory exchange.” 

It must be admitted that Mr. Venizelos was too hasty in 
indicating his willingness to consider the principle of com- 
pulsory exchange of populations. When the question was first 
brought up before the Commission on December 1, and Dr. 
Nansen and Lord Curzon reluctantly accepted this principle, 
Mr. Venizelos voiced his agreement. Later, under the pres- 
sure of strong protests from Greece, he went back on his pro- 
posal, and raised the question of voluntary exchange in the 
Sub-Commission. 

The idea of an exchange of populations was always wel- 
come to Mr. Venizelos. This is evidenced by his memorandum 
of January, 1915, to King Constantine, urging the entry of 
Greece into the war on the side of the allied powers and 
against Turkey, which is referred to in another place.® 

§ 225. Drafting of the Convention. The Sub-Commission 
appointed for drafting an agreement on the exchange of popu- 
lations met under the presidency of Mr. Montagna, former 
Italian Minister to Greece, on December 2, 1922.^® It de- 
voted its first meeting to hearing a fuU exposition by Dr. 
Nansen of the results of his investigations and of his sugges- 
tions. It then proceeded to tiie discussion, as requested by 
Ismet Pasha, first of the questions of the return of civilian 
hostages and of the exchange of prisoners of war, and then of 
the question of exchange of populations. An agreement was 
reached on the first two questions. The question of exchange 

» See eupra, p. 29. 

^^iKtmanne Oon/erence, pp. 328-337. See also Confirepce de lauseixae, 
Remeil das aales (Paris, 1923), premiere sSrie, i, pp. 250-269, 272-278, 577-687, 
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necessitated “the keenest and most closely disputed negotia- 
tions.” 

While in the Commission itself the necessity of compul- 
sory exchange was reluctantly admitted by all the delegations, 
and Mr. Venizelos declared his readiness to consider it, in the 
Sub-Commission the Greek delegation, doubtless under the 
pressure of public opinion in Greece, proposed that the ex- 
change should be voluntary. The Turkish delegation “defin- 
itely opposed this proposal,” and the previous decision was 
maintained. 

A serious disagreement arose with respect to the demand 
of the Turkish delegation that the Moslems established in 
Western Thrace should be exempted from the exchange, and 
that all the Greeks established in Turkey, including those in 
Coiistantinople, should depart. After long discussions continu- 
ing during several meetings, the Turkish delegation agreed, 
in principle, that the exemption should be extended to the 
Greeks of Constantinople. The Turks insisted, however, on 
the removal of the Oecumenical Partiarchate from Constanti- 
nople, with all its organizations and constituent bodies. This 
demand, vigorously opposed by the Greek delegation, and also 
by the British and American representatives, formed a stum- 
bling-block to the Sub-Commission, which had to leave its 
work unfinished and refer the question to the Commission. 

In the meantime an agreement, in principle, was reached 
on certain points. The first step was to be the despatch from 
Anatolia to Greece of the men who were interned at the time 
of the Greek exodus and separated from their families; the 
exchange of populations was not to take place until the month 
of May, 1923; the properties of the exchanged population 
would be appraised by special commissions with a view to 
compensation, and if the value of the property left in one 
country should exceed that in the other, the surplus was to be 
paid by the state concerned to the commissions. 

The Territorial and Military Commission took up again 
the question of the exchange of populations at its meeting of 
January 10.^^ The first question brought up was that of the 

Lausanne Conference, pp. 313-337. 
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Oecumenical Partiarchate. Lord Curzon and, after him, the 
heads of the French, Rumanian, Jugoslavian, and Greek dele- 
gations voiced their opposition to the Turkish demand for the 
removal of the Patriarchate from Constantinople, where it 
had remained as an Oecumenical Patriarchate since the fourth 
century of our era. All agreed that the Patriarchate should 
m future lose its political and administrative character and 
that it should remaiji a purely religious institution. Mr. 
Venizelos agreed also, if the Patriarchate might remain at 
Constantinople, to take steps with a view to the retirement 
of the Patriarch then in power. However, he insisted upon the 
reservation to the ecclesiastical authorities alone of all ques- 
tions concerning marriage. Ismet Pasha yielded to the propo- 
sal that the Patriarchate should remain in Constantinople, 
confining itseM within the limit of purely religious matters. 
As this problem was now solved, the matter of drafting an 
agreement on the exchange was remanded to the Sub-Com- 
mission.^® 

Such an agreement was at last drafted, after arduous and 
long discussions, and was submitted to the Commission on 
January 27. At the meeting of the Commission Mr. Venizelos 
once more paid lip-service to the right of the populations con- 
cerned to remain in their country of origin and not to be ex- 
changed compulsorily. The Greek delegation once more made 
a proposal for the abandonment of the principle of compul- 
sory exchange, but this was done rather to satisfy the Greek 
public than with a serious view to its consideration by the 
Commission.^® 

A separate agreement, in the form of a Protocol with 
regard to Greeks of military age whose families were already 
in Greece and whom Turkey had agreed to set free to rejoin 
their families, was to come into force as soon as peace was 
signed. 

§ 226. Provisions of the Convention. The Convention and 
the Protocol were signed at Lausanne on January 30, 1923.^* 

p. 328. 

Lausanne Conference, pp 406-413, 419. 

^*lbid., pp. 425-428, 8i7-82V. The texts are printed also in League of 
Nadons, Trealy Senes, xxxii, pp 78-S7 
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The Convention was to come into force, in accordance with 
its nineteenth article, immediately after the ratification of the 
Treaty of Peace by Greece and Turkey. The Treaty of Peace 
between the British Empire, Prance, Italy, Japan, Greece, 
Bumania, the Serb-Croat-Slovcne state, and Turkey, signed at 
Lausanne on July 24, 1923, was ratified by Turkey on Au- 
gust 23, 1923, and by Greece on August 25, 1923.^® 

The Convention concerning the exchange of Greek and 
Turkish populations consisted of nineteen articles. Its first 
article laid down the principle of compulsory exchange by 
providing as follows: 

“As from 1st May, 1923, there shall take place a com- 
pulsory exchange of Turkish nationals of the Greek Orthodox 
religion established in Turkish territory, and of Greek na- 
tionals of the Moslem rehgion established in Greek terri- 
tory. 

“These persons shall not return to live in Turkey or Greece 
respectively without the authorization of the Turkish Gov- 
ernment or of the Greek Government respectively.” 

Article 2 defined the persons who were not to be included 
in the exchange. These were the Moslems of Western Thrace 
and the Greeks of Constantinople. Article 3 stipulated that 
the Moslems and Greeks who had left the Greek and Tur- 
kish territories respectively since October 18, 1912, were to be 
considered as included in the exchange. The first instalment 
of Greeks sent to Greece were to be aU able-bodied men be- 
longing to th Greek population detained in Turkey and whose 
f amili es had already loft Turkish territory. In this respect 
the Protocol annexed to the Convention provided that, by way 
of exception to article 1 of die Convention, such able-bodied 
Greeks were to be released by the Turkish government on the 
signature of the Treaty of Peace, means for their departure 
being provided at the same time. It was further stipulated, 
in article 16, that no pressure should be exercised on the popu- 
lations to leave before the date fixed for their departure by 
the Mixed Commission. Also persons exempted from the ex- 

The text of the tieaty is punted, with an Enghsh translation, in League 
of Nations, Treaty Senes, xxvm, pp, 12-113 
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change were to be free to exercise their right to remain or re- 
turn to the excepted districts. 

No obstacle was to be placed in the way of the departure 
of a person belonging to the populations which were to be 
exchanged. Convicts and persons to be tried for crime were 
to be handed over to the authorities of the country whither 
they were going. Persons who had already departed were to 
acquire the nationality of the country of destination on the 
date of the signature of the Convention. Persons who should 
leave in the future would lose the nationality they had and 
acquire the nationality of the country of destination upon 
their arrival in the territory of the latter country (articles 
6 and 7). 

The exchange was not to prejudice the rights of property 
and monetary assets of the exchanged people. They were to 
be free to take away or arrange for the transport of their 
movable property. They could also leave such property be- 
hind, in which case the local authorities were to draw up an 
inventory and valuation of such property. Immovable and 
movable property of the exchanged populations was to be 
liquidated by a Mixed Commission. This included property 
of persons who had already departed since October 18, 1912, 
independently of any measures taken with respect to such 
property, such as confiscation, forced sale, etc. Expropriated 
property was to be appraised afresh by the Mixed Commis- 
sion. Damages to or revenues from such properties of refugees 
were to be appraised by the Mixed Commission (articles 5, 8, 
9, and 10). 

Juridical as well as physical persons were included in the 
provisions of the Convention. Specific provisions were made 
for communities (articles 3, par. 2, 8, par. 2, 9, and 10, par. 4). 

A Mixed Commission to supervise and facilitate the exe- 
cution of the Convention was to be set up within a month 
from the coining into force of the Convention. Its constitu- 
tion, duties, and powers were doteriuined by articles 11, 12, 
and 13. 

The sum due the exchanged population of each country on 
account of property liquidated by the Mixed Commission was 
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to constitute a government debt from the country where the 
liquidation took place to the government of the country to 
which the proprietors emigrated. The exchanged populations 
were entitled, in principle, to receive in their new country 
property of a value equal to and of the same nature as that 
which they had left behind. Provisions were made for the 
settlement of the accounts between the two governments as 
a result of the liquidation (article 14). 

§ 227. Declaration as to Moslem properties in Greece. 
Besides the Convention concerning the Exchange of Greek 
and Turkish Populations, two other acts signed at the close 
of the Conference of Lausanne should be dealt with here, for 
they are related to the question of exchange of populations 
and their execution has been connected with the execution 
of the above Convention. In the Turkish Counter-Proposals 
to the Draft Treaty of Peace, submitted at the second period 
of the Conference of Lausanne, an additional article, 169 
quater, was proposed in the last part of the treaty, “Clauses 
diverses.” This article provided that “the Moslems residing 
outside of Greece, as well as those who emigrated from Greece 
or the island of Crete, and who possess properties therein, 
shall enjoy, with respect to their properties situated in Greek 
territory, exclusive of Western Thrace, the benefits of the 
Convention concerning the Exchange of Populations.” This 
was meant to extend the benefits of the above Convention to 
Moslems who had left Greece prior to 1912, and imposed on 
the Greek government the obligation to buy the properties of 
such persons situated in the old provinces of Greece. Mr, 
Venizelos voiced his opposition to such a stipulation in the 
Treaty. But the Turkish delegation threatened to take meas- 
ures against the Greek subjects residing in Turkey.^’ In view 
of this danger, the Greek delegation had to yield, and con- 
sented to sign a special declaration which put the Turkish de- 
mand in a milder form.^® This is the Declaration as to Moslem 
properties in Greece, signed at Lausanne on July 24, 1923.^® 


18 Confirenee de Lausanne, Recueil des Actes, premiere serie, iv, p. 60. 

2* s&ie, i, pp. 76-77. 
isjfaid., pp. 80, 112, 117. 

18 /bid., 2* B4rie, ii, pp. 116-116. 
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This declaration consisted of four paragraphs. The first 
stipulated that the property rights of Moslems who were not 
included in the provisions of the Convention concerning the 
Exchange of Populations, and who had left Greece, including 
the island of Crete, before October 18, 1912, or who had al- 
ways resided outside Greece, should not be prejudiced. These 
persons were to have the right to dispose freely of their prop- 
erties. 

The second paragraph provided that all exceptional meas- 
ures agamst the properties of such Moslems were to be can- 
celled. Any claims with regard to such properties and their 
revenues, in case these had been collected by the Greek au- 
thorities, were to be considered by the Mixed Commission 
for the exchange of populations, provided such claims were 
filed with the Commission within six months from the coming 
into force of the Treaty of Peace. 

The above persons might ask the “good oflhces” of the 
Mixed Commission for the sale of their properties. This would 
not involve any obligation of the Greek state to buy such 
properties. 

The last paragraph stipulated that the Declaration was 
made on condition of reciprocity in favor of Greek proprietors 
who had left Turkey before October 18, 1912, or who had 
always resided outside Turkey. The Declaration in substance 
was a confirmation of the principle of restitution of proper- 
ties seized during the war which applied to aU the Allied 
Powers and to Turkey under the Treaty of Peace. In addi- 
tion, however, the Declaration referred to the Mixed Com- 
mission instituted by the Convention concerning the Exchange 
of Populations for the application of its provisions. This is 
really the only element in the Declaration which constituted 
a difference in the treatment of properties of Moslems and 
Greeks in Greece and Turkey respectively from the treatment 
of properties as between THirkey and the other signatories 
of the Treaty of Lausanne. 

§ 228. The Declaration on Amnesty. Another act signed 
at Lausanne (July 24, 1923) which should be mentioned here 
is the Declaration concerning the Amnesty and the annexed 
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Protocol.^® The first article of this Declaration provided that 
no person residing or having resided in Turkey and recipro- 
cally in Greece was to be disturbed or molested, under any 
pretext, by reason of his military or political conduct, or by 
reason of any assistance given to any foreign power signa- 
tory of the Treaty of Peace, or to its nationals, between Au- 
gust 1, 1914, and November 20, 1922. The annexed Protocol 
made a reservation to the stipulation of this paragraph. The 
Turkish government reserved the right to prohibit sojourn 
in and access to Turkey to one hundred and fifty persons of 
the category referred to in the Declaration. The names of 
these persons were to appear in the proclamation for amnesty 
to be issued by the Turkish government. Such persons were 
to be allowed nine months to hquidate their properties; at 
the expiration of this period the Turkish government was to 
hquidate such properties and remit the sale price to the in- 
terested persons. 

When the declaration concerning amnesty was being dis- 
cussed, it was proposed to insert a phrase in the first para- 
graph making it clear that Turkey and Greece reciprocally 
were not to prohibit access to their respective territories to 
former inhabitants thereof who were not subject to ex- 
change.®^ While these two countries were to be free to pro- 
hibit the return of persons who were to be exchanged accord- 
ing to the Convention concerning the Exchange of Populations, 
the Greeks of Constantinople or the Armenians, who were not 
included in the exchange, were to be free to return to the 
homes from which they had departed in the past. The dele- 
gates of Great Britain, France, and Italy pointed out that 
permisison to such persons to return to Turkey was a corollary 
to the amnesty provided for in the Declaration. They stated 
that the Turkish authorities already prohibited the return of 
Greeks of Constantinople and of Armenians, while their prop- 
erties were considered as abandoned and were subject to seiz- 
ure and confiscation. The Turkish authorities alleged that 
these persons left Constantinople without regular Turkish 
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passports. This act, however, was not serious enough to entail 
upon them the severe penalty of perpetual banishment; they 
ought to be amnestied, like those guilty of all other political 
or military offences. Moreover, it was recalled that the per- 
sons in question had left Constantinople in the panic that 
prevailed in Constantinople in the months of October and 
November, 1922, upon the change of regime in Constanti- 
nople, and before the Angora government installed itself at 
Constantinople and was in a position to grant regular pass- 
ports, 

Ismet Pasha made only an evasive reply to the demand 
that the Turkish government put no obstacle to the return 
of the above-mentioned persons.®^ Mr. Venizelos thought that, 
with respect to the Greeks of Constantinople, no question of 
their right to return to Constantinople could arise, in view of 
the provisions of the Convention concerning the Exchange of 
Populations. Indeed, article 2 of the Convention exempted 
the Greeks of Constantinople from the exchange, and article 
16, paragraph 2, provided explicitly that “no obstacle shall be 
placed in the way of the inhabitants of the districts excepted 
from the exchange under article 2 exercising freely their right 
to remain in or return to those districts and to enjoy to the 
full their liberties and rights of property in Turkey and in 
Greece.'” 

With respect to the Armenians who wished to return to 
Constantinople, in spite of the entreaties of aU the delegations 
at Lausanne, the Turkish delegates insisted to the end that 
they could not take any engagement in the name of 'the 
Turkish government, and that “their Govermnent preserved 
the right to take any measures of security against disorderly 
elements and trouble-makera.” 

Concerning the Greeks of Constantinople there was a 
general agreement expressed that their right to return was 
guaranteed by the Convention concerning the Exchange of 
Populations. Mr. Venizelos stated at the meeting of the First 
Commission (Military and Territorial) of June 4, 1923, that 

p. 89, 

wjfatd. 

p. 131. 
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Riza Nour Bey and himself had discussed the question in the 
Sub-Commission of experts and were agreed on this point. 
Riza Nour Bey had also assured Mr. Venizelos that the 150 
persons excepted from the benefit of the Declaration concern- 
ing the Amnesty, according to the Protocol annexed thereto, 
were all to be Moslems. In order to confirm this agreement 
between the Greek and Turkish delegations, Mr. Venizelos 
read the following declaration: 

“The Greek delegation ascertains with satisfaction that 
the Turkish delegation has declared repeatedly, with respect 
to the return of the Greeks who have left Constantinople 
during recent months and, in general, the Greeks who moved 
from Constantinople temporarily, that they may return to 
their homes without any obstacle and remain there, enjoying 
all their property rights and other rights, in conformity with 
article 16 of the Convention signed between Turkey and 
Greece concerning the exchange of populations. The Greek 
delegation takes fresh note of this declaration . . . also of a 
declaration of the Turkish delegation that no Greek is to be 
included in the list of 150 persons to be excepted from the 
amnesty by the Turkish government.” 

Mr. Venizelos asked the Turkish delegation to confirm this 
declaration. Ismet Pasha noted that the declaration did not 
mention the Turks of Western Thrace. When a satisfactory 
reply was given by Mr. Venizelos, he affirmed that the Con- 
vention concerning the Exchange of Populations would be 
respected by Turkey, but that the Turkish government re- 
served the right to take the necessary measures for insuring 
pubho order by forbidding access to Turkish territories of 
trouble-makers. Mr. Venizelos having expressed his dissatis- 
faction with the lack of precision of this answer, Ismet Pasha 
replied that the Convention was to be respected in principle, 
and that “if special cases [des cos d’espkees] should arise, it 
would be expedient that the two interested governments come 
to a preliminary understanding.” 

The above declaration and the whole discussion in the 



362 THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

Commission leave no doubt that the Declaration of Amnesty 
had in no way the effect of limiting the power of the Turkish 
government to prohibit the return of all kinds of refugees 
with the exception of the Greeks of Constantinople. It was 
agreed that the right of these last persons to return was se- 
cured by the Convention concerning the Exchange of Popu- 
lations. At the same time, the Turkish government desired to 
come to an agreement with the Greek government whenever 
special cases might arise of persons to whom the Turkish au- 
thorities might wish to refuse the right to return to Con-' 
stantinople. 

It should also be pointed out that the Convention con- 
cerning the Exchange of Populations had been signed on 
January 30, 1923, whereas the above discussion took place 
on June 4, but was to come into force only with the ratifica- 
tion of the Treaty of Peace. This was signed in July and rati- 
fied in August, 1923. Thus the above discussion may well be 
considered as part of the work preparatory to the Conven- 
tion concerning the Exchange of Populations. 
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§ 229. Constitution of the Commission. The Convention 
concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations 
provided, in article 11, that within one month from its coming 
into effect a Mixed Commission was to be set up for the super- 
vision of the exchange and the liquidation of the movable and 
immovable property referred to therein. The Commission was 
to consist of four members representing Greece, four repre- 
senting Turkey, and three chosen by the Council of the League 
of Nations from among nationals of Powers which did not take 
part in the war of 1914-1918.^ 

1 Originally two oommissions were proposed at the Conference of Lau- 
sanne, one sitting at Constantinople and the other at Athens, each con- 
sisting of a neutral President and a Greek and a Turkish member. The 
Tmkish delegation proposed that each of the two countries should bo repre- 
sented by three members on the Commission, while the Greek delegation 
expressed its preference for a single Commission. A provisional agreement 
was made that there should be one Commission with a neutral President 
and three members for each country. Subsequently, when the provisiona for 
the liquidation of and payment for the properties of emigrants were dis- 
cussed, it became apparent that the work of the Commission would be com- 
plicated and varied, and Mr. Montagna proposed that three neutral mem- 
bers instead of one be placed on the Commission. This pioposal was adopted, 
the munber of the national members being increased to four for each ooun- 
tiy. Sec Conference de Lausanne, Recueil des aotea, premiere serie, i, pp, 
686, 617, 618. 
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The Council, being called upon to appoint the neutral 
members of the Mixed Commission, chose on September 17, 
1923, in secret session, after a report by Viscount Ishii, the 
following ; Mr. Erik Einar Ekstrand, a high functionary in the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Sweden; Don Manuel Man- 
rique de Lara, a Spanish general; and Mr. Karl Marius Wid- 
ding, a Danish diplomat. In the meantime the two govern- 
ments had appointed the members representing their coun- 
tries. The Greek members were Mr. Jean Papas, minister 
plenipotentiaiy; Mr. Alexander Pallis, former delegate of the 
Greek government at Constantinople for the assistance of 
refugees; Mr. Antonius Calvocoressi, former director of the 
Mediterranean Bank at Constantinople; and Mr. P. Cana- 
ginis, Director of Immigration at the Ministry of Agriculture. 
The Turkish members were Dr. Tcvfic Ruchdi Bey, former 
Minister of Health; Hamid Bey, of the Ministry of Health, 
deputy of Ersengan; Ihaan Bey, Inspector of Finance; and 
Senieddin Bey, from the Ministry of Evkaf (religious foun- 
dations).* 

The Commission was constituted on September 17, 1923, 
less than a month after the coming into force of the Con- 
vention,® and met for the first time at Athens on October 8, 
1923. 


The Convention provided that "the Presidency of the Com- 
mission shall be exercised in turn by each of these three neu- 
tral members.” Viscount Ishii, in his report to the Council, 
had recommended that the office of President be held by each 
of these three members for a period of four months, the order 
of rotation in oflfice to be decided by lot at their first meeting. 
Such a meeting was held at Geneva on September 24, 1923, 
in the offices of the Secretariat of the League and in the pres- 
ence of three members of the Secretariat. Mr. Ekstrand was 
the first President drawn, but as he was to be retained by his 
work at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Sweden for some 
time. General de Lara assumed the Presidency. He was to be 
followed by Mr. Widding at the expiration of four months. 


2 League of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1923, pp. 1312-13, 
1466'68. 

B The Convention came into force August 26. See supra, p. 345. 
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Mr. Elkstraiid was to hold office after Mr. Widding; he joined 
the Conmiissioii on October 29, 1923. 

§ 230. Changes in membership. There have been several 
changes in the membership of the Mixed Commission. Two of 
the three neutral members originally appointed resigned be- 
fore the end of the work of the Commission and the third died. 
Mr. Ekstrand resigned February 3, 1926, having been ap- 
pointed Minister of Sweden to Argentina, Chile, Paraguay, 
and Uruguay. ‘ Captain Hans Holstad, a Norwegian lawyer 
and business man, was appoiuted by the Council on March 20, 
1926, in place of Mr. Ekstrand.® Mr. Holstad took his seat in 
the Commission on April 17, 1926. On March 13, 1928, Mr. 
Widding resigned his post in the Mixed Commission, having 
been appointed a member of the Memel Harbor Board.® The 
Council of the League appointed Senor Manuel de Rivas 
Vicuna Sperlier, a Chilean, to fill the place of Mr. Widding.'^ 
General Maiirique de Lara died on February 27, 1929.® Mr. 
Holger Andersen, a Dane, was appointed to succeed General 
de Lara in December, 1929. 

The Greek and Turkish members of the Commission 
changed too often. These members formed the Greek and the 
Turkish delegations, one of the four members representing 
each of the two countries being the president of the respec- 
tive delegation. The presidents of delegations changed as 
follows: Mr. Jean Papas was replaced by Mr. G. Exintaris 
from September 24, 1924, and by Mr. J. Polibis from Septem- 
ber 8, 1925. He returned to the Commission on February 12, 
1926, and was replaced by Mr. K. Diamantopoulos, who was 
appointed on November 22, 1926, and began his work in the 
Commission in January, 1927. A Greek delegate of long ser- 
vice on the Commission is Mr. Aristide Phocas, member of 
the Commission since April, 1925. 

As regards the Turkish delegation, its President, Tevfic 
Ruchdi Bey, became Minister of Foreign Affairs in March, 

* League ot NatioBB, X)o&.C.66 M.32.1926L, wd C.1914.1926JC. 

'’League of Nations, Doc.C206.1026 1. 

« League of Nations, Doo.C.177 .1928.1. 

7 League of Nations, Doc.C 262. 1928 J. 

s League of Nations, Doc.C. 87.1929J, 
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1925. Hamid Bey remained President ad interim of the Turk- 
ish delegation until June 9, 1925, when Saradjoglou Chukri 
Bey was nominated to the post. The latter became Minister 
of Finance in November, 1927, and was replaced by Djemal 
Husni Bey from March, 1928. The latter left the Mixed Com- 
mission in May, 1929, having taken the post of Minister of 
Public Education. 

On July 7, 1927,® by agreement between them, and with the 
view of reducing the expenditure caused by the maintenance 
of the Mixed Conamission, the Greek and Turkish governments 
decided to reduce their representation on the Commission to 
two members for each country. Thus the Mixed Commission 
since that day has had seven members, instead of eleven as 
previously. Mr. Diamantopoulos and Mr. Phocas were re- 
tained as the Greek members and Saradjoglou Chukri Bey and 
Ihsan Bey as the Tui’kish members at that time. 

§ 231. Substitutes. The Convention made no provision for 
the temporary absence of one of the members of the Commis- 
sion. Viscount Ishii’s report recommended giving the right to 
the members appointed by the Council to nominate substi- 
tutes, if necessary, for the case of temporary absence, provided 
no objection was raised on the part of other members of the 
Commission. The substitutes must possess the qualifications 
provided in the Convention for the regular members of the 
Conomission. The Secretary-General of the League and the 
two governments were to be informed by telegram of any 
nomination of substitutes. 

The Commission soon after its constitution discussed the 
question of appointing substitutes for the neutral members 
of the Commission. The President of the Greek delegation 
thought that the private secretaries of the members should re- 
place them in their absence, for reasons of economy. The Turk- 
ish delegation did not assent to this accumulation of duties. 

Captain Petensen and Mr. B, Spottorno were appointed 
substitutes for Mr. Ekstrand and General de Lara; Mr. Wid- 
ding used as his substitute, during his leave of absence in 
1924, Count Frederik Moltke, a Dane. Mr, Spottorno resigned 

» Commiasioii. Mixta, Proefes-Verbaux, xii, 126th meet. 
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his post at the Coiiimission at the end of 1924, and Captain 
Petensen in February, 1925, No new substitutes were ap- 
pointed. Instead, at certain times the absent neutral member 
left his vote with one of the other neutral members. 

With regard to substitutes for the members of the two 
national delegations, it was agreed that counsellors of the dele- 
gations could serve as such. In case the absence of a member 
did not exceed one month, the authorization of the President 
of the delegation was sufficient for his replacement by a coun- 
sellor. For a longer absence, authority by the government con- 
cerned was to be required.^® 

§ 232. Seat of the Commission. The Commission met first 
at Athens on October 8, 1923, although it was originally de- 
cided to meet at Saloniki as was requested by the Turkish 
government. It sat at the New Phaleron, in Athens, until 
June 21, 1924, with the exception of a short visit to Salonild, 
where it held four meetings in the latter part of February, 
1924. At the above date it moved to Constantinople, where its 
seat has remained continuously ever since. 

When the Commission was sitting in Athens, the work 
of departure of the exchanged populations was being carried 
out. It was then requested by the Turkish delegation that the 
Commission should transfer itself to Saloniki. Instead, it was 
decided that a Delegation of the Mixed Commission should be 
sent there, and another to Turkey for the study of the local 
situation. In accordance, however, with the insistent demands 
of the Turkish delegation, the Commission went to Saloniki 
later on and held a few meetings there. 

In the fall of 1928, the Turkish delegation insisted that the 
seat of the Mixed Commission be transferred from Constanti- 
nople to Comotini, the city where the Sub-Commission for 
Western Thrace was sitting. This was a tactical diversion. 
The Commission at Constantinople was in the midst of the 
Greeks of that city and their condition there was easily noticed 
by the neutral members. It was desired by the Turks to have 
the Mixed Com miss ion in the midst of the Turkish population 
of Western Thrace, where, the Turks asserted, the Commis- 

Proofes-Verbaux, i, Ifith meet., November 6, 1923. 
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sion would be in a better position to realize the condition of 
this population. Comotini is a small and drab city, lacking 
entirely in accommodations. The neutrals, it is to be pre- 
sumed, were horrified at the thought of being compelled to 
live there. 

At first, it was urged that a decision for such transfer was 
premature, and that a delegation of the Mixed Commission 
should first be sent to Western Thrace to collect all useful 
information. Such a delegation, under the chairmanship of Mr. 
Holstad, went to Western Thrace on October 18, 1928.^^ Later, 
in view of the insistence of the Turkish delegation, the Com- 
mission decided to transfer its seat to Greece, and to ask the 
Greek government to provide it with accommodations in West- 
ern Thrace, where the Commission planned to sit on February 
1, 1929.^* In the meantime negotiations of great importance 
began between the two governments at Angora, and the Greek 
government did not reply to the request of the Mixed Commis- 
sion. The neutral members agreed that, in view of the negotia- 
tions in course and the uncertainty as to the future of the 
Mixed Commission and its organization, it was not wise to 
move to Western Thrace.^® Notwithstanding the further in- 
sistence of the Turkish delegation, the Commission decided 
that for technical reasons the transfer of the seat could not be 
made for the time being. Later, on February 6, the Greek 
government called attention to the lack of accommodations in 
Western Thrace, and gave the Mixed Commission the choice 
between Athens and Saloniki as its seat.^'^ The question of 
transfer of the seat was not reopened again. 

§ 233. Qualifications of members. Viscount Ishii’s report 
pointed out that for membership in the Mixed Commission “a 
number of high qualifications were required" and that “men 
with wide experience and an unimpeachable record must be 
chosen. Their task will be of great magnitude and heavy re- 
sponsibility and one which will have to be fulfilled as expedi- 
tiously as possible,” It does not seem that the three neutral 

Proo&s-Verbaux, 171sfc meet., October 9, 1928. 

»*Proo4s-Veibaux, 174lili meet., December 22, 1928. 

M Procis-Verbaux, 17fiQi meet., January 21, 1929. 

Mproo^Verbaux, 176th meet., February 7, 1029. 
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members originally appointed by the Council were so well 
qualified as they should have been. 

They were generally without experience in Near Eastern 
affairs, or in the political history and diplomacy of Greece and 
Turkey. Two of them, Mr. Ekstrand and Mr. Widding, were 
able diplomats, but they were neither jurists, with a judicial 
attitude for the solution of legal questions in a judicial man- 
ner, nor ‘practical men’ in the sense of being able to devise 
practical solutions of problems. Their work on the Co mmi s si on 
lacked initiative, authority, and aggressiveness of purpose. 
Ever mindful of diplomatic tact, and forgetful of their true 
mission, they refused to take any decision when the positions 
of the Greek and Turkish members of the Commission dif- 
fered. By postponing decisions they allowed disputed questions 
to drag along until decisions, if made, had no practical effect. 
As one of these members admitted to the writer at Constanti- 
nople in the summer of 1927, the Commission had come to be 
a kind of ‘lightning conductor’ in the relations between the 
two governments. This was an entirely false position for the 
Commission to be in. 

Worse yet, it is not gomg too far to say that the neutral 
members lacked courage enough to put an end to the diver- 
sions and filibusters in which the national members indulged 
when they wished to prevent any action or decision by the 
Commission. Indeed, these members, and in particular the 
Turkish delegation, often supported interpretations of the 
Convention wholly untenable; the neutral members knew 
well enough, as a neutral admitted in a frank talk with the 
present writer, that these interpretations were maintained not 
with an honest belief in their reasonableness but as a filibuster. 
Yet the neutral members did not dare to back the opposing 
delegation and help defeat the attempts that nullified the work 
of the Commission. 

Specifically, the part played by each neutral member would 
seem in general to be as follows: Mr. Ekstrand was at first 
very active, but became later indecisive and discouraged. Mir. 
Widding was too much of a diplomat. He could be carried 
along by the view of one of the national delegations and a 
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moment later by that of the other. Mr. Holstad lacked initia- 
tive and was not disposed to exert himseK. The dissatisfaction 
of the two governments with the inefficiency of the Commis- 
sion reached such a point that the Turkish government, in 
flaking the Council of the League in May, 1928, to appoint a 
successor to Mr. Widding, deemed it necessary to add that 
“in view of the nature of the duties attached to the office, it 
would certainly be highly desirable that a person having the 
necessary economic and legal knowledge, as well as other 
qualifications, should be selected.” 

Senor de Rivas Vicuna was the outstanding member of the 
Commission; and it is to be regretted that he came too late, 
after the inexperience and inefficiency of his predecessors had 
all but destroyed the prestige of the Commission. He had a 
real appreciation of his position and his duties. In less than 
two months he became thoroughly acquainted with all the 
pending problems in th Commission and understood the diffi- 
culties better than any of the members of the Coimnission. 
He had initiative and knew how to make the Mixed Commis- 
sion follow his lead. He had views and stood by them. 

§ 234. Case of General Manrique de Lara. General 
Manrique de Lara is the only member of the Commission 
against whom complaints of lack of impartiality appear to 
exist. The writer, keeping within the strict bounds of official 
documents, considers it necessary to state the following facts. 

(1) When the question of etablis was first discussed by the 
Mixed Commission,’® General de Lora, who had already signed 
with his two neutral colleagues the Opinion on the interpreta- 
tion of article 2 of the Convention, receded from this opinion, 
in view of the refusal of the Turkish delegation to accept the 
view of the neutral members or even to take part in any vote 
of the Commission on the matter. General de Lara’s ^lega- 
tion that the new law on the census, referred to by the Turk- 
ish delegation, threw a new night on the question of the 
etablis, was in entire disagi’eement with the opinion of the 
neutral members, which he had previously signed, and which 

League of Nations, Does. 0509.18281, 0562.19281. 
loprocfes-Vorbaux, vi, 68th meet., September 4, 1924. On this question 
see infra, p. 403. 
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stated that “memo au cas oil une loi de Tun ou de I’autre des 
pays contractants reglemenlerait la notion d’etablissement, le 
criterium d’application de la Convention par la Conamission 
Mixte ne devrait pas necessairement suivre ses dispositions, 
car ... la Convention ne tient compte de la legislation de 
Tun ou de Tautre des pays contractants. . . 

According to this opinion, the law referred to by the Turk- 
ish delegation need not be taken into consideration even if it 
tended to regulate establishment. General de Lara’s abandon- 
ment of the position that he had token concurrently with his 
two neutral colleagues remained inexplicable. 

(2) At the session of the Council of the League in October, 
1924, when the Greek government called attention to the en- 
croachment of the Turkish authorities upon the powers of the 
Mixed Commission, General de Lara, then President of the 
Commission, denied explicitly that there had been any such 
encroachment.^'^ This the Greek delegation considered an act 
of partiality on the part of General de Lara. When the ques- 
tion was raised of his undertaking a trip to Eome for the 
session of the Council in December, 1924, at which the ques- 
tion of the minorities in Greece and Turkey was to be consid- 
ered, the Greek delegation objected thereto, not finding suffi- 
cient reason for the trip, in view of the fact that no invitation 
had been extended to the Commission by the Council or by 
the Secretariat of the League. General de Lara did not hesitate 
to discover in the words of the Greek delegation “a manifest 
effort to avoid the personal participation of the President of 
the Commission [General de Lara himself] in the projected 
mission to the session of the Council.” He insisted on going to 
Rome, and put the question to vote, obtaining the unanimous 
vote of the Commission, the four members of the Greek delega- 
tion abstaining from the vote.^® 

(3) At about this time General de Lara’s impartiality was 
openly attacked by the Greek press at Athens and Constanti- 
nople. General de Lara provoked a discussion on this subject 
at the Mixed Commission, asserting that there was some source 


Seo on this infra, p. 406. 

isProols-Verbaux, vii, 80th meet., December 8, 1924. 
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of calumny against his person.^® It is, however, remarkable 
that only General de Lara was the subject of such attacks, 
and it is even more remarkable that he did not consider the 
attacks suflacient cause for his resignation from the Commis- 
sion. 

(4) In June, 1927, General de Lara alone supported, with 
regard to the etahlis of Constantinople, an opinion entirely op- 
posed to Decision XXVII of the Commission, the text of 
which was agreed upon by the two governments in the Agree- 
ment of Angora of June 21, 1925.®® This decision provided that 
all Greeks of Constantinople there present were to be consid- 
ered as etahlis within the meaning of article 2 of the Conven- 
tion, provided they were there prior to October 30, 1918; and 
that the fact that these people came to Constantinople prior 
to that date could be proved by any means of evidence. Gen- 
eral de Lara supported the view that the mere fact that such 
persons came to Constantinople prior to October 30, 1918, was 
not suflfieient to constitute the proof of establishment, and that 
it was only a presumption in favor of the establishment.®^ 

This opinion was in such opposition to the clear meaning 
of Decision XXVII that the Greek delegation felt necessary to 
protest. 

(5) The same partiality on the question of the Stablis 
seems also to have been at the bottom of General de Lara’s 
quarrel with his two neutral colleagues in the fall of 1928. 
As we shall see in another chapter, while General de Lara was 
under treatment in a hospital at Salzo Maggiore, his two neu- 
tral colleagues, desirous of putting an end to the interminable 
recriminations between the two delegations and of solving the 
problems pending before the Commission, took the step of 
submitting to the two delegations a comprehensive memo- 
randum of their views with definite proposals. General de 
Lara, learning of the memorandum, left his hospital, at grave 
danger to his health, and started for Constantinople, with the 

^“General de Laia related, among other things, that at the home of an 
Athenian lady he had been openly accused of having departed from his 
neutiality and eustained the case of the Tvvtldah Government. See Proefee- 
Verbaux, vh, 86lih meet., February 23, 1926. 

zo See on this infra, p. 410. 

« Proefes-Verbanx, xn, 126tb meet., June 16, 1927. 
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hope of preventing his colleagues from pulling into their 
meinoranduni proposals with which, especially with regard to 
the etablis, he totally disagreed. He arrived in Constani inople 
on September 20, eight days late, the nioinorandum having 
been deposited at the meeting of the Mixed Commission of 
September 12. Then, at the next meeting of the Commission 
General de Lara declared that Senor Rivas had promised him 
to wait for his return before touching on the question of etablis. 
Senor Rivas, who was then on leave and was informed of this 
declaration, telegraphed to the President of the Mixed Com- 
mission, Mr. Holstad, as follows; "Surprised that advantage 
is taken in my absence to make erroneous affirmations.” He 
received this reply from General do Lara: “I have spoken only 
of my request to you with regard to the question of the etah- 
Us; no word from your part indicated to me your disagree- 
ment.” As de Lara explained to the Commission, he had asked 
Senor Rivas not to touch the question of the etablis during 
his absence and Rivas had given him no answer. Was General 
de Lara justified in interpreting a failure to reply as an affirm- 
ative answer to a categorical request? Senor Rivas, on receiv- 
ing the above telegram from General de Lara, wired to him the 
followmg: “I never promised to postpone the affair of the 
etablis. On the contrary, I asked you to send your opinion. In 
view of your refusal to rectify your error, I wait the text of 
your declarations in order to do so myself, with the aid of 
documents, before the Commission and the Council of the 
League.” 

This message placed General de Lara in a most uncomfort- 
able position. He could no longer evade the question of retract- 
ing his declaration. Instead of doing so he preferred to affirm 
anew that Rivas had actually and explicitly given him the 
promise above referred to. Soon afterwards, General de Lara 
again left Constantinople for Salzo Maggiore, A few months 
later he died at the sanatorium of Saint Blasien. 

§ 235. Functions and character of the Commission. The 
main duties of the Commi^ion were administrative, legislat- 
ive, and judicial. The transfer of the populations from one of 
Mprocfes-Veibaux, 171st meet,, Ootober 9, 1928, 
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the countries to the other was the main administrative work. 
The question of the appraisal of immovable properties in- 
volved both legislative and judicial duties. The determination 
of the methods of appraisal and the taking of measures neces- 
sitated by the execution of the Convention involved some 
kind of legislation. The appraisal of individual and communal 
properties, the determination of the persons exempted from 
the exchange, etc., wore tasks of a judicial character. 

As in the case of the Greco-Bulgarian Mixed Commission, 
the Council of the League, in adopting the report of Viscount 
Ishii, made it clear that the neutral members appointed by it 
“will draw their authority from the Convention and always 
act in strict accordance with the views of the two contracting 
countries as therein laid down.” 

It should be noted that, in contrast to the Greco-Bulgarian 
Commission, where the neutral members constituted a ma- 
jority over the members representing the two countries, since 
one of them had the decisive vote of the President, in the case 
of the Greco-Turkish Mixed Commission the neutral members 
by themselves constituted a minority. Therefore their de- 
pendence on the views of the two countries, when these were in 
agreement, was absolute. 

Soon after the constitution of the Comnoission, namely, in 
November, 1923,®* the two countries appealed over the heads 
of the Commission directly to the Council of the League, each 
government complaining that the other was not carrying out 
its obligations under the Convention. This was putting the 
responsibihty for the execution of the Convention upon the 
Council, which had expressly denied it when it accepted re- 
sponsibiUty for appointing the neutral members to the Com- 
mission. This Seems to have been called to the attention of the 
two governments, and, as a result, the Greek and Turkish 
delegates in the Commission, on instructions from their respec- 
tive governments, made identical declarations expressing their 
confidence in the Mixed Commission and their conviction that 
it would overcome all the difficulties of its task. 

The Greek and Turkish members of the Commission, were 

** League of Nations, OMoial Journal, February, 1924, p. 324. 
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designated respectively as the Greek and Turkish delegation. 
This was for more than administrative purposes. The Presi- 
dent of each delegation expressed the position of the delega- 
tion during the discussions. In his absence a member of the 
delegation was designated as the President ad interim. How- 
ever, when the discussion was closed and a question was put to 
vote, each of the eleven members of the Commission had a 
distinct and personal right to vote. It was this fact which 
caused the Permanent Court of International Justice in its 
Advisory Opinion No. 16, referred to below, to conclude that, 
notwithstanding the designations ‘Greek delegation’ and ‘Turk- 
ish delegation,’ each member of the Commission was inde- 
pendent and voted individually within the Commission. The 
truth is, as the writer has found from reading all the minutes 
of the meetings of the Commission in the seven years of its 
existence until 1930, that there was no such thing as inde- 
pendence of the various members comprising the two national 
groups in the Commission. The Permanent Court ignored this 
actual situation in reaching the above conclusion. In only a 
very few cases concerning questions of administrative detail, 
five at most in all the above seven years, did the members of a 
delegation vote differently. 

The principle of the delegation of the right to vote in the 
Mixed Commission was admitted.®® 

The question as to when the Commission was legally meet- 
ing was raised on a certain occasion when only two of the 
neutral members, two of the Turkish members, and one Greek 
member were present. A substitute Greek and a substitute 
Turkish member also attended. It was implicitly agreed that a 
quorum of the eleven regular members of the Commission 
made a meeting legally constituted. But it was disputed 
whether substitute members could make up this quorum. In 
the case in question only five regular members were present 
and two substitutes. The single Greek member argued that the 
Commission thus constituted could not properly meet and take 
decisions, inasmuch as substitutes were ignored by the Con- 

*^See infra, §348. 

20 Proofes-Verbaux, ix, 99lJi meet., January 9, 1926. 
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vention. This view was not shared by the neutral members 
and the Turkish delegatioUj who voted down a proposal to call 
off the meeting.^® 

§236. Secretariat of the Commission. The Commission 
needed a personnel for the fulfilment of its task. This person- 
nel increased with the development of the work of the Com- 
mission. The first to be appointed was the Secretariat. 

Mr. Carl Bratli, a Dane, was appointed and acted as Secre- 
tary-General for three months, becoming in January, 1924, 
Chairman of a Sub-Commission.®''^ He was replaced by M. 
Haller, a Swiss, who had in the meantime been chairman of 
another Sub-Commission. He was replaced, after a short inter- 
val during which M. Philippe Briquet acted as Secretary Gen- 
eral, by M. P. E. Sknond, also a Swiss. Two first secretaries 
of the Commission were also appointed, a Greek and a Turk, 
on the proposal of the interested delegations.®® On the other 
hand, private secretaries were appointed for the neutral mem- 
bers of the Commission. 

§ 237. Sections or Bureaus of the Commission. The Mixed 
Commission created at first three sections or committees at its 
seat : one for the determination of the methods of exchange ; 
another for the adoption of the Bases for the liquidation of 
the properties of emigrants; and a third for the study of the 
measures to be taken in each country for putting the legisla- 
tion in harmony with the Convention. These sections consisted 
each of a Greek and a Turkish member and a neutral member 
as president.®® Later a financial section and a juristic section 
were set up.»® The former was to deal with all questions of 
finances of the Commission and was later to take up the ques- 
tion of the appraisal of properties. The latter was to study the 
legal questions presented to the Commission and to advise it 
thereon. 

It should be noted that the establishment of these sections 
was proposed by the delegations of the two countries, who had 

*«Proo{®-Veiba\ix, ix, 102d lueet., Februaiy 22, 1926. 

Proefes-Veibaux, ii, 29th meet., January 4, 1924. 

*»Proc^s-Verbattx, i, 1st meet., October 8, 1923. 

®®Proo6s-Veibaux, i, 2nd meet, October 8, 192k 

•oProefes-Verbaux, i, 16th meet., November 7, 1923. 
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g,eiiei'ally the initiative in Ihe early period of the Commission, 
as also in the later periods. All decisions of principle in the 
sections had to bo ratified by the Commission. Rulings on 
particular cases through the application of decisions of the 
Commission became effective as soon as signed by the mem- 
bers of the sections.®’- 

In July, 1928,®“ there took place a much needed reorganiza- 
tion of the services of the Mixed Commission. The Commit- 
tees or Sections were abolished and five permanent Bureaus 
were created. The first Bureau was to receive complaints of 
interested parties, give to their claims the necessary attention, 
and refer them to the competent Bureau. The second Bureau 
replaced the second Section and supervised the appraisal com- 
mittees. The third Bureau, replacing the third Section, had 
charge of the affairs of the Sub-Commissions of Constanti- 
nople and Western Thrace. The Fourth and Fifth Bureaus 
assumed the functions of the fourth and fifth Sections and 
took up the financial and legal questions respectively. The 
committee ad hoc created under the Agreement on Properties 
of Athens ®® was maintained. 

The Second, Third, and Fifth Bureaus were presided over 
by a neutral member of the Mixed Commission. The President 
of the Commission presided over the Fourth Bureau, and the 
Secretary-General over the first Bureau. A member or a coun- 
sellor from each delegation formed part of the Bureaus. These 
worked every day and took decisions by unanimity. They kept 
no minutes of their meetings. Questions not decided by the 
competent Bureau were referred to a Committee of the three 
Presidents (the President of the Mixed Commission and the 
Presidents of the two delegations), with a summary statement 
of the case and the opinions advanced in the Bureaus. This 
Committee met three times a week and discussed the questions 
referred to it in the presence of the chairman of the competent 
Bureau. AU questions not decided by this Committee were 
referred either directly to the plenary assembly of the Mixed 

•i-Proo6s-Verbaux, ii, 29th meet., Jaauary 4, 1924. 

s*Pioo6B-Verbaux, 163d meet., July 14, 1928. This was proposed by the 
Turkish delegation. 

See on this mjra, 1 347. 
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Commission or to a special committee or reporter designated 
in such case. 

§ 238. Plenary meetings and Meetings of the Five. The 
Commission met at plenary meetings at the invitation of the 
President. As will be seen in another place, these meetings 
were very irregular. The most important questions were not 
usually solved in the plenary sessions of the Commission. 
They were usually the subject of conversations and compro- 
mises in private meetings of the five ‘Presidents’ of the Com- 
mission, that is, the three neutral members and the Presidents 
of the two delegations. 

The plenary meetings had the purpose either of recording 
an agreement which had already been reached, or of recording 
a disagreement and allowing each member to put down in the 
minutes his position on disputed questions. They also served 
for the reading of notes addressed to the Commission by the 
two national delegations and the supporting of such notes by 
oral statements. 

The reading of the minutes of the plenary sessions is not a 
very enjoyable task. Nor does it teU the whole story of the 
questions before the Mixed Commission, since much was done 
in informal conferences. However, the minutes are very in- 
structive as showing the impediments in the work of the Com- 
mission; the lack of initiative and courage of most of the 
neutral members of the commission; and the narrowness of 
spirit and absurd complaints and counter-complaints of the 
national delegations. 

§ 239, Decisions of the Commission. The rule was adopted 
that the decisions of the Mixed Commission, taken in plenary 
sessions, were to be considered final. This was so even when 
the minutes of the meetings were not read and approved. 
All such decisions were communicated to the two govern- 
ments.®* 

The Coromission could review its own decisions whenever 
new elements were produced by one of the delegations tending 
to prove that a decision previously taken was wrong or was 
based on false premises. 

•♦Proofea-Verbaux, i, 82d meet., December 7, 1923, p, 171, 
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The Commission look decisions of principle, administra- 
tive decisions, and decisions on particular cases. Only the first 
were numbered and collected together. The Convention pro- 
vided in article 12 that decisions were to be taken by majority 
vote. This stipulation was not carried out, anctj in fact, was 
violated by the Commission. The neutral members of the 
Commission not only allowed the violation, but indeed occa- 
sioned it by the absurd position which they took. With the 
exception of questions of minor importance, they never under- 
took to express clearly their own opinion and to add their 
vote to that of one of the two national delegations so as to 
reach a decision by majority. They allowed a tacit rule to be 
established that decisions on any question of importance could 
be taken only by unanimous vote. Whenever a difference of 
opinion existed between the two delegations, they conceived 
their task to be that of attempting to mediate between the 
two delegations, to reconcile their views, and to reach a com- 
promise which would allow of a unanimous decision. This frus- 
trated the whole purpose of the Convention and rendered the 
work of the Commission practically nil. 

It will be recalled that the situation was different in the 
Greco-Bulgarian Mixed Commission,*® where the neutral mem- 
bers stood by their views and either took decisions by their 
joint vote or added their vote to that of one of the two dele- 
gations. The neutral members in the Greco-Turkish Mixed 
Commission justified their position on the ground that major- 
ity decisions, taken against the opinion of one of the dele- 
gations, would not be executed by the country of that delega- 
tion. This is a slender excuse. The neutral members had other 
correctives to such a situation; namely, their resignation, or 
an appeal to the Council of the League. 

§ 240. Sub-Commissions. Article 11, paragraph 2, of the 
Convention provided that the Mixed Commission should have 
the right to set up, in places where it might seem necessary, 
Sub-Commissions working under its orders. Each Sub-Com- 
mission was to consist of a Turkish member, a Greek member, 
and a neutral President to be designated by the Mixed Com- 

See supra, pp. 67, 60. 
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mission. The Mixed Commission was to decide on the powers 
to be delegated to the Sub-Commissions. 

Five Sub-Commissions were first created to supervise 
the departure of Moslems from the Greek territories. The 
Greek and Turkish members of those Sub-Commissions were 
chosen among the persons residing in Greece and having 
knowledge of the local conditions. The Greek delegation pro- 
posed that the neutral presidents be also chosen from among 
foreigners established in Greece. This was objected to by the 
Turkish delegation, and the choice was made from a list pre- 
pared by the Secretariat of the League of Nations. Two secre- 
taries, a Greek and a Turk, were attached to each Sub-Com- 
mission. 

The Commission prepared a set of instructions to direct 
the Sub-Commissions in the performance of their task. Later 
it was decided to establish six more Sub-Commissions, three 
for Greece and three for Turkey 

The eight Sub-Commissions for Greece were distributed as 
follows: two in the island of Crete (Canea, and Candia or 
Heracleion) ; two in Eastern Macedonia (Drama and Kava- 
la) ; one in Central Macedonia (Saloniki) ; two in Western 
Macedonia (Kojani and Kaylar) ; and one in Western Thrace 
(Comotini). The three Sub-Commissions for Turkey were lo- 
cated as follows: one in Constantinople; one in Mersina, cov- 
ering the regions of Smyrna, Aidin, Adana, Koniah, and Kai- 
sariyeh; and the third in Samsun, covering the regions of 
Trebizond, Erzerum, and Sivas. Each Sub-Commission could 
be charged with duties in neighboring regions or transferred 
from one region to the other.*® 

In June, 1924, when Crete and Eastern Macedonia had 
been almost completely evacuated and the work of evacuation 
of Asia Minor began, the number of Sub-Commissions was in- 
creased to twelve, seven for Greece and five for Turkey.®® 
These Sub-Commissions were discontinued gradually as the 
work of evacuation of the various districts was terminated. 

*«Proc6s-Verbaux, i, 9 th meet., October 24, 1023, 
srprocos-Verbaux, i, 18th meet., November 21, 1923. 
seProcSs-Verbaux, i, 23d meet., December 11, ise3. 

•sProc^Verbaux, iv, 66th meet., June 12, 1M4. 
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The Sub-Commissions took decisions in accordance with 
the instructions of the Mixed Commission. Within the prov- 
ince of these instructions they could take final decisions when- 
ever there was unanimity. Otherwise they referred the case to 
the Mixed Commission. This was especially so with respect 
to the exchangeability of persons. The Mixed Commission did 
not question a decision of a Sub-Commission declaring that a 
person was exchangeable or non-exchangeable, unless the de- 
cision was not unanimous. 

§ 241. The periods of the work of the Commission. The 
work of the Mixed Commission may be divided into five 
periods. The first begins from October 8, 1923, the date on 
which the Commission met at Athens for the first time, to 
April 2, 1925. During this period the work of exchange of the 
populations of the two countries was completed; the Per- 
manent Court of International Justice handed down its deci- 
sion on the interpretation of ai’ticle 2 and of the term etablis 
of the Convention ; and the Council of the League appointed 
the three neutral members of the Commission to make an 
inquiry on behalf of the League of Nations concerning the 
treatment of the Greek minority in Constantinople and of the 
Turkish minority in Western Thrace. At the end of this period, 
the Greek and Turkish govermnents carried on laborious nego- 
tiations, which terminated with the signature of the Agree- 
ment of Angora of June 21, 1925. 

The second period begins on July 8, 1925, when the Com- 
mission met again after an interruption of upwards of three 
months. AU through this period the two governments nego- 
tiated with the view, first, of overcoming the refusal of the 
neutral members to adopt a draft decision, agreed upon by 
the two governments, which sacrificed the rights of Greeks 
established in Constantinople who were absent from that city, 
and later of modifying and supplementing the Agreement of 
Angora. The Presidents of the two delegations were for most 
of this period absent from the seat of the Commission. The 
neutral members themselves were invited to mediate between 
the two governments at Angora and Athens. Little important 
work was done aH through this period, the rare meetings of 
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Ihe Commission being, consumed by individual cases of small 
importance or urgent nature. Such meetings were often sepa- 
rated by the space of three, four, or six weeks. Indeed, from 
July 15, 1926, to the end of the year only three meetings were 
held, on September 6, October 16, and November 17, all of 
them without importance. This period of the work of the 
Commission terminated with the end of the year 1926, the 
Agreement of Athens being signed on Deeember 1, 1926. 

The third period begins with the 115th meeting of the 
Commission on January 15, 1927. Soon afterwards the two 
governments, through the respective delegations on the Com- 
mission, announced the ratification of the Agreement of 
Athens of December 1, 1926, and the Commission at its 116th 
meeting, on March 19, 1927, agreed to undertake the execu- 
tion of this new agreement, which considerably enlarged its 
sphere of activity and competence. From this date the Com- 
mission decided to meet every Thursday, a practice which was 
not kept up. In the first meetings thereafter many questions 
of principle were solved, such as the standing from the point 
of view of exchange of married women and widows, and the 
determination of the criterion of religion. 

The serenity of the work was once more disturbed when 
the periods fixed by the Agreement of Athens passed without 
full execution on the two sides. The Turkish government 
openly began reprisals for the delay in the restoration of Turk- 
ish properties by the Greek government. In the meantime a 
serious dispute arose with regard to the persons who were 
beneficiaries of the Agreement of Athens, and in October, 
1927, the work of Section V of the Commission, which was 
especially charged with the execution of the Agreement, was 
interrupted, and the Greek government bad to enter into nego- 
tiations with the Turkish government, with a view to ending 
what it considered an unwarranted position taken by the Turk- 
ish delegation on the Commission. 

From this time on a fourth period in the work of the Com- 
mission may be seen. During this period, while the two gov- 
ernments were engaged in negotiations, the Commission 
worked on as best as it could, postponing decisions on ques- 
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tioiis of principle, until March, 1928. At the request of the 
Turkish delep,atioii further discussions were then postponed 
until the arrival of the new President of the Turkish dele- 
gation, Djemal Husni Bey. The meetings were resumed in the 
latter part of June, 1028. 

It was only then that General de Lara declared that it was 
necessary to work out regulations to determine the general 
outlines of the work of the Mixed Commission and of the 
Sections. After almost five years of undisciplined activity, it 
was coming to be understood that the Mixed Commission 
needed a set of regulations for its work. The Commission was 
growing sensitive to criticisms from the Press to the effect 
that its progress was slow and its action procrastinating.*® 

With the coming of Senor Rivas Vicuna to the Commis- 
sion, in June, 1928, a fifth period in the work of the Commis- 
sion begins. Senor Rivas Vicuna, within the shortest possible 
time after his arrival at Constantinople, grasped the situation 
and applied himself to the mending of it. Ho requested the 
two delegations to prepare a brief statement of the problems 
pending before the Commission and of their points of view, 
and proposed that a programme be worked out for the discus- 
sion and solution of these problems. These statements were 
made by the two delegations. Senor Rivas concluded ** that 
there was evident correlation between the measures taken in 
the two countries, the inadequate execution of its obligations 
by the one government being a result of the incomplete action 
of the other. He pointed out the absurdity of two countries 
bound by agreements having recourse to reprisals in time of 
peace. Shortly thereafter, and after General de Lara went on 
a leave of absence because of ill health, the two remaining 
neutrals, Senor Rivas Vicuna and Mr. Holstad, bestirred them- 
selves and presented to the Commission definite proposals in- 
tended to clear up the misunderstandings between the two 
countries.*’^ This relatively short period in the work of the 
Commission presents a greater amount of achievement than 
the whole five preceding years. AU,, it may be said without 

*0 Proc&s-Verbaux, 168th and 169th. meets., June 21 and 28, 1928. 

Proofes-Verbaux, 169th and 160th. meets., June 28 and July 6, 1928. 

“Proefes-Verbaux, 162d to 167th moots., July 12 to September 4, 1928. 
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hesitation, was due to the untuing energy and activity of 
Senor Rivas Vicuna. 

On September 12, 1928, the same neutral members, Rivas 
Vicuna and Holstad, laid before the Commission an important 
memorandum, stating their views on all the questions pend- 
ing before the Coimnission. Following this memorandum^ new 
negotiations began between the two governments, terminating 
in the abortive agreements of the summer of 1929 and the final 
agreement of 1930 referred to below. 

§ 242. General criticism of the work of the Mixed Com- 
mission. The great evil from which all the work of the 
Commission has suffered is that no preparatory work of any 
kind was done either by the Mixed Commission itseK, by the 
delegations of the two countries, or by the respective govern- 
ments. This was of no great consequence in the first part of 
the work of the Commission, namely, the transfer of the popu- 
lations. When, however, the main task of the Commission 
became the restoration and appraisal of the properties of the 
various categories of persons covered by the Convention con- 
cernmg Exchange and the subsequent Agreements, involving 
also problems of seizures and indemnities, the lack of prepara- 
tory work and precise data divorced the discussions in the 
Commission from reahty, and often turned them into sense- 
less and preposterous discussions of questions of principle. 

Another evil was the total inexperience and mental insuffi- 
ciency of the neutral members of the Commission as respects 
questions arising in its work. It is enough to point out that 
General de Lara, trained m the wars of Morocco, presided 
over the Legal Section of the Commission, which had to deal 
with intiicate legal problems of international law, conflicts of 
law, and the municipal law of Turkey and Greece. 

The Convention provided explicitly that the Commission 
was to decide by majority vote. Yet after the Coimnission had 
worked fairly well for the first year, from October, 1923, to 
September, 1924, taking at times decKions by majority vote, 
the neutral members adopted impHoHly the curious position 
that decisions should henceforth be taken unanimously, since 
otherwise the govermnent whose view, as expressed by its dele- 
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gation on the Commission, was not adopted, would not exe- 
cute the decisions of the Commission. 

This was a very serious mistake of the neutral members, 
and one which had profound consequences in the work of the 
Commission. Instead of a judicial, legislative, or administra- 
tive body, the Commission was turned into a permanent con- 
ference, where questions were discussed interminably in an 
effort to attain a unanimity which was seldom reached. 

It is clear that the neutral members ought to have had 
the courage to throw the weight of their opinion in favor of 
that of the delegation which they conceived to be right. By 
then- indecision they encouraged dissension. It may be that 
the decisions of the Commission would not have been exe- 
cuted. But to what did the other course lead? To failure to 
execute the Convention and the Agreements, to the inactivity 
of the Commission, and to a total loss of its prestige and au- 
thority. A formal decision of the Commission by majority vote, 
solving a question against the opinion of one of the two gov- 
ernments, would have had one of two effects. Either it would 
have morally compelled the government in question to aban- 
don its position, or it would have exposed the Mixed Commis- 
sion to the risk of dissolution. This risk ought to have been 
taken by the neutral members. They should have declared 
that they felt a moral responsibility to the Council of the 
League of Nations, which had appointed them, and to the 
persons whose interests were intrusted to their care, to ex- 
press their own views and to help take the decisions that in 
their conscience they felt to be right. 

A perusal of the proch-verbaux of the meetings of the 
Commission discloses a disheartening scene. The two delega- 
tions talked at length On the Turkish side, the Presidents of 
the delegations changed very often. Every new President took 
pleasure in arguing about many things at vast waste of time. 
The proces-verbaux registered aU their words, which were 
often ridiculously insignificant. These members several times 
in correcting the minutes made long additions to what they 
actually said, thus immortalising their words! The neutral 
members let the two delegations talk and recriminate. They 
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only intervened to reconcile and mediate, or to refer questions 
for study to sections and committees, where they usually were 
buried. The minutes do not disclose the use of strong or de- 
cisive language in any case by the neutral members. Hardly 
any initiative appears until the arrival of Senor Rivas Vicuna. 

A last handicap to the work of the Commission lay in the 
long interruptions brought about by the negotiations between 
the two governments, described below. For many months, 
three, six, eight, and ten at one time, all activity of the Com- 
mission stopped on account of such negotiations. Thus a most 
expensive machinery was allowed to remain idle and useless. 
But the negotiations themselves were the result of the situa- 
tion created by the inefficiency and incapacity of the Commis- 
sion. The two governments, finding that it was impossible to 
solve their differences through decisions of the Commission, 
resorted to direct negotiations. 

In conclusion it may be said that the usefulness of the 
Commission terminated with the completion of the transfer 
of the exchanged populations from the two countries. Thence- 
forth the Commission did little, if anything, at least until 
Senor Rivas Vicuna came to the Commission in June, 1928. 
VTiatever was done by the Commission in the way of minor 
decisions or of mediation between the two governments could 
have been accomplished by a single neutral arbitrator. The 
maintenance of such an expensive^® institution for so many 
years had practically no purpose whatever; and it is to be 
regretted that the two countries, amidst their disputes, did not 
see the advisability to putting an end to the Commission. 

‘®On I lip expenditures for the inaiutenanre of the Mixed Commission, see 
injfa, § 382. 
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§ 243. Criteria of exchangeability. The Convention con- 
cerning the Exchange of Populations defined in its first article 
the persons that were subject to compulsory exchange as fol- 
lows : “Turkish nationals of tho Greek Orthodox religion estab- 
lished in Turkish territory and Greek nationals of the Moslem 
religion established in Greek territory.” Article 3 included in 
the exchange Greeks and Moslems who had already, and since 
October 18, 1912, left the Greek and Turkish territories. In 
the following articles the two populations to be exchanged are 
shortly defined as the “Greeks” and the “Moslems,” ^ which 
stand for the above terms “of the Greek Orthodox religion” 
and “of the Moslem religion.” 

It would seem, therefore, that the only criterion of the 
exchangeability of a person, besides the fact that he was a 
national of the country which he was compelled to leave, was 
that of religion. The result would be that the Albanian Mos- 


iThis ia also the case in oi'tioie 2, which defines the persons exempted 
from the exchange. 
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lems established in Greece and the Armenians, Syrians, Rus- 
sians, Rumanians, etc., of the Greek Orthodox religion in Tur- 
key would be compelled to emigrate. This consequence would 
be avoided if the above criterion of religion were understood in 
a broader sense. Indeed, it was not meant to be strictly taken 
as an equivalent to faith or creed, but as a compound of eth- 
nological, political, and religious elements. 

As we have seen above,- the Convention respecting Re- 
ciprocal Emigration of 1919 between Greece and Bulgaria em- 
ployed three criteria for defining the persons having the right 
to emigrate : race, religion, and language. Under that Conven- 
tion also it was noted that the religious criterion was the 
surest in view of the ininghng of races in the Balkans and the 
adoption by minorities of the language spoken by a strong ma- 
jority or imposed by ruthless propaganda. In the case of Tur- 
key and Greece the racial and linguistic criteria would be sure 
to break down in their application A very large majority of 
the Moslems in Greece spoke Greek and racially had nothing 
in common with the Moslems of the interior of Asia Minor. 
On the other hand, the Greeks of many parts of the interior 
of Asia Minor spoke Turkish and belonged by no means to a 
single race. 

§ 244. Religion as a criterion in the Convention, Religion 
was a safe criterion less as a demarcation between the follow- 
ers of two different faiths than as a sharp dividing line be- 
tween two ethnic and to a certain extent political entities. 
The Greek Orthodox religion was an ethnic entity within the 
Turkish Empire, having as its head the Greek Oecumenical 
Patriarch of Constantinople and possessing its own organiza- 
tion and administration through the bishops and communities 
all over the Empire. The Patriarch was from the morrow of 
the fan of Constantinople recognized by official acts of the 
Empire as the head of the Greek church as well as of the 
Greek nation, and he wfra given not only religious but also 
administrative and judicial powers within that nation. When 
Greece became an independent state in 1830, its people main- 
tained a spiritual connection with the Greek Oecumenical 

® See supra, p. W. 
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Patriarch and the part of the Greek nation remaining under 
Turkish rule Thus the Greek Orthodox religion was in a sense 
the exieriial link of union between the two parts of the Greek 
nation, the free and the unredeemed. As such, it was the best 
criterion for defining the Greek national minority in Turkey. 

In the Mixed Commission, when the case of the Arabians 
of Cilicia of the Greek Orthodox religion arose, the Turkish 
delegation contended that the term of the Convention "the 
Greek Orthodox religion” pertained to religion and not to na^ 
tionaHty, and that it comprised all those who shared the faith 
of the Greek Orthodox religion. This would have had the ef- 
fect that even Russians, Serbs, Rumanians, etc., provided they 
were Turkish subjects, would be included in the exchange, 
since the term “Greek Orthodox religion,” if used strictly of 
matters of faith, clearly applied to them. But it could not pos- 
sibly be admitted that Greece was bargaining by the Conven- 
tion for the exchange of such persons, who had nothing in 
common with the Greek nation as such. The Greek delegation 
asserted that a person to be included in the exchange should be 
a Greek as well as an Orthodox,® 

§ 245. The political criterion implied. This interpretation 
is indeed imposed by the whole spirit of the Convention. It 
finds also support in the preparatory work of the Conference 
of Lausanne. Indeed, at the discussion in the Sub-Commission 
on Minorities of article 1 of the draft convention prepared by 
Mr. Montagna by combining together the Greek and Turkish 
drafts, Riza Nour Bey, the Turkish delegate, objected to the 
proposed expression “ressortissants turcs de religion grecque 
orthodoxe.” He recalled the true reason which caused the 
Turkish government to propose an exchange of populations. 
“The Turkish government,” he said, “desires to suppress the 
Greek irredentisra in Turkey.” For this reason, Riza Nour pre- 
ferred the expression “les grecs ressortissants turcs” instead of 
the proposed one, which eventually remained in the text of 
article 1.* His purpose, as the discussion that followed dis- 
closed, was to expel from Turkey the Greeks of the Catholic 

* Proo^Veibaux, iv, 66th meet, June 12, 1934 

* Conference de Lausanne, Retmil des Actes, premiere aerie, i, p, 577. 
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or Protestant religion as weU aa the Orthodox Greeks. What, 
therefore, the Turkish delegation had. in mind was not the ex- 
change of the followers of a certain religion, but of the persons 
constituting the Greek irredentism in Turkey, that is, of the 
ethnical Greek minority. It is clear that Serbs, Rumanians, 
Russians, or Arabs had no relation whatsoever to Greek irre- 
dentism and were not covered by the expression “Greek Ortho- 
dox” of article 1. 

Riza Nour Bey insisted also on adding the words “et hel- 
leniqucs” after the words “ressortissants turcs” so that this 
phrase would become “des ressortissants turcs et helleniques 
de religion grecque orthodoxe.” His intention was to expel 
from Turkey all Greeks of whatever religion and of Hellenic 
as well as Turkish nationality. By the defeat of these amend- 
ments the Sub-Conunission intended to limit the exchange to 
Greeks, Turkish subjects, of the Orthodox religion. At a subse- 
quent meeting of the Sub-Commission at the Conference of 
Lausanne Mr. hlontagna, the Italian delegate, noted that the 
expression “ressortissants grecs de religion musuhnane” might 
be applied to Albanians in Greece, who evidently should be 
excluded from the exchange. He proposed that the expression 
be changed into "ressortissants grecs de religion turque musul- 
mane.” ® The expression “turque musuhnane” apparently was 
considered equivalent to "grecque orthodoxe” aa suggesting an 
ethnical plus a religious criterion. Mr. Montagna’s proposal 
was withdrawn at Mr. Caclamanos’s declaration that the Al- 
banians of Epirus were to be excluded, since “s’ils sont les 
corehgionnaires des Turcs, ils n’en sont nuUement les com- 
patriotes.” These words, indeed, make the matter quite clear. 
It was not with coreligionists that the Convention was dealing 
with but with compatriots of the two contracting countries. 
It should be also noted that the title of the Convention is 
“Convention concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish 
Populations.” 

In view of the compulsory character of the exchange, the 
question whether or not a person was subject to exchange arose 
with respect to persons only who asserted that they were not 
p. 604. 
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properly included in the exchange. This question was natu- 
rally to be decided upon by the Mixed Commission, which, 
according lo article 12, paragraph 3, had “full power ... to 
decide all questions to which the Convention might give rise.” 
Indeed, the Commission decided on April 4, 1924, that it was 
"alone competent to determine whether a person is or is not 
subject to the exchange.” ® 

§ 246. Interpretation by the Commission. The Commis- 
sion did not undertake to interpret the terms “Turkish na- 
tionals of the Greek Orthodox religion” until the last part of 
May, 1927.'^ All cases presented in the meantime were either 
hold in abeyance or a solution was given by virtue of other 
provisions of the Convention.® For instance, persons estab- 
lished in Constantinople prior to 1918 were exempted from 
the exchange as such and without regard to their ethnic affilia- 
tion. At the 124th meeting of May 26, 28, 30, and 31, 1927, the 
question of exemption from the exchange of ethnical minor- 
ities was debated at great length. The Turkish delegation 
insisted on placing a wholly literal translation to the terms 
“Greek Orthodox religion.” Such an interpretation, which 
would have the effect of including in the exchange Serbs, Ru- 
manians, Russians, Arabs, etc., who would have to be sent to 
Greece, seemed, indeed, so unreasonable that it was opposed 
not only by the Greek delegation but also by the neutral 
members. The latter did not think that the term “Greek Or- 
thodox religion” was to be understood as consisting of two 
terms “Greek” and “Orthodox religion” and as implying any 
element of race. The fact that no racial element was taken 
into account in the exchange of Moslems from Greece seemed 
opposed to any such discrimination in Turkey. Yet it was 
recognized that all Moslems in Greece of whatever origin 
(with the exception of Albanians) had a Turkish national 
consciousness, whereas the same was not true of all followers 
of the Orthodox religion in Turkey. It was clear to the neutral 

® Decision XVn of the Commisaion. 

’’For prioi discussions see Proote-Vei'ba.ux, iv, 60th meet., June 12, 1924; 
V, 67th meet., June 18, 1924; vi, 72d meet., September 23, 1924. 

®Suoh cases were: a small number of gypsies of the Oithodox religion; 
Albanians of the Orthodox religion; Bulgarians of the Orthodox religion; 
and Arabs of Ihe same rehgion fiom Cilicia. 
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members of the Commission that the Arabs of Orthodox re- 
ligion of Cilicia did not have an Hellenic consciousness. 

§ 247. Orthodox Churches distinguished. This considera- 
tion caused the neutral members to look into the affiliation of 
persons of the Orthodox religion to the different autocephalous 
Orthodox churches of the East and into the ties and relations 
between these churches. The President of the Commission 
sought for this purpose the guidance of the Encyclopaedia 
Britannica, according to which the Eastern Orthodox Church 
was a great ecclesiastical federation comprising a number of 
churches reciprocally independent. These churches were the 
four ancient Patriarchates of Constantinople, Antioch, Jeru- 
salem, and Alexandria, and the following churches: 

(1) The Church of Cyprus 

(2) " “ “ Mount Sinai 

(3) “ “ “ Greece 

(4) “ “ “ Serbia 

i5j “ " “ Rumania 

(6) " " “ Montenegro 

(7) “ " ■ “ Austria-Hungary 

(8) “ " “ Russia 

t9) " " “ Albania since 1922 

and possibly (10) “ Schismatic Church of Bulgaria. 

The President of the Commission thought that the term 
“Greek Orthodox religion” of ai’ticle 1 of the Convention could 
not possibly apply to moie than the Church of Greece and the 
Patriarchate of Constantinople. 

In accordance with these views, the Mixed Commission 
adopted two decisions on May 31, 1927.® First, that the terms 
“Greek Orthodox religion” should be interpreted and applied 
as they have been with regard to Moslems in Greece, without 
regard to race. Secondly, that the terms "Greek Orthodox 
religion” of article 1 of the Convention should not be applied 
to all the Eastern Orthodox religions. 

At a later meeting, in December, 1927,^® the Commission 

» ProcSs-Verbaux, xii, 124tli meet. 

loprocts-Verbaux, mv, I37th meat., September 16, 1927; 142d meet., De- 
cember 20, 1927; 144th meet, December 27, 1927. 
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decided, over the protests of the Turkish delegation, that the 
term “Greek Orthodox religion” could not be applied to: (1) 
the Patriarchates other than the Oecumenical Patriarchate 
with its seat at Phanar in Constantinople, namely, the Patri- 
archates of Antioch j Jerusalem, and Alexandria; (2) the auto- 
cephalous churches, such as the Church of Csrprus, the Church 
of Mount Sinai, the Serbian Church, the Rumanian Church, 
the Montenegrin Church, the Church of Austria-Hungary, the 
Russian Church, the Albanian Church, and the Exarchist 
Church of Bulgaria.^^ 

The exclusion in the above decision of the Patriarchates of 
Antioch, Jerusalem, and Alexandria arose from the case of the 
Orthodox Arabs, who, indeed, had nothing in common with 
the Greeks of Greece proper and could not possibly be taken 
as included in the term of the Convention “Greek Orthodox 
religion.” Many of these people, however, were compelled to 
leave Turkey and come to Greece in the early stages of the 
exchange. Seven hundred inhabitants of the region of Mersina, 
of the Greek Orthodox religion but speaking Arabic, desired 
to be exempted from the exchange, but the Turkish delegation 
considered them, in February, 1924, subject to exchange, and 
asked that the Sub -Commission at Mersina be instructed to 
send them to Greece. A portion of them still remained in 
Turkey in 1927, and the Turks fought hard to have the Com- 
mission decide that they were subject to exchange. The Com- 
mission made the concession, hardly permissible, that the 
above decision was not applicable to persons who had already 
left Turkey.^® 

§ 248. Greeks of Protestant and Catholic religion. In 
view of the explicit provisions of the Convention providing 
for the exchange of persons of the “Greek Orthodox religion” 
in Turkey, Greeks of Protestant and Catholic religion were 
excluded. Indeed, these persons, by not recognizing the Oecu- 
menical Patriarch of Constantinople as the head of their 
church, were not supposed to form part of that national and 
semi-pohtical entity of the “Greek unredeemed people” in 

11 Decision No 36 of tho Commission, taken at the meeting of December 
27 , 1927. 

1® Proefes-Verbaux, 146th meet, Januaiy 3, 1928 
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Turkey, against whom the wrath of the new rulers of Turkey 
was directed. 

Any Greeks claiming to be of the Protestant or Catholic 
church were provisionally excluded from the exchange, and 
their cases were examined by the competent Sub-Commission, 
and, in case of difficulties, by the legal section of the Mixed 
Commission. Baptismal acts for the Catholics and extracts 
from church registries for the Protestants served usually as 
evidence.^® 

Members of the Greek Orthodox religion and of Albanian 
origin in Turkey should bo exempted from the exchange on 
two grounds, because they were not members of the Greek 
minority in Turkey according to the meaning of the Conven- 
tion, and in reciprocity to the exclusion from the exchange of 
Moslems of Albanian origin in Greece. The Turkish delegation 
in the four cases that were presented was not willing to take 
this view, but the Commission decided in favor of the exemp- 
tion.^* 

§ 249. Albanian Moslems in Greece. The case of the 
Moslems of Albanian origin arose in the Mixed Commission at 
an early date.*® Their claim to exemption from exchange was 
based, not on the interpretation of the Convention, but on the 
declaration made by the Greek delegation at the Conference of 
Lausanne during the discussions in the Sub-Commission. As 
we have seen above,*® Mr. Caclamanos, answering a proposal 
of Mr. Montagna, declared that the Albanians of Epirus were 
not to be included in the exchange. The declaration by Mr. 
Caclamanos did not amount to a promise of the Greek govern- 
ment to the Albanian government to exclude Moslems of Al- 
banian origin, but it would seem that it did amount to an 
undertaking for the benefit of the Albanian minority in Greece. 

When the Mixed Commission was constituted and the par- 
tial evacuation of Moslems in Macedonia and Epirus began, 
the question of what was to be done with the Albanians was 
raised. In the notifications to the Moslem population, no 

i*Procla-Verbau3t, t, 64th meet., August 8, 1924. 

i*Pioois-Verbaux, v, 65th meet., August 16, 1924, 

xifPioces-Verbaux, i, 21st meet., November 29, 1923.* 

Sea supra, p. 3OT. 
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specific provisions were included concerning the Albanians. 
The neutral member, Mr. Widding, proposed that the question 
be left to be determined between the Greek and Albanian 
governments. Both the Greek and Turkish delegations, how- 
ever, thought that the Albanian government had no right to 
intervene in this matter, which was within the exclusive com- 
petence of the Commission. 

It would seem that the Greek authorities tended to adopt 
the criterion of place of birth to determine Albanian race. 
Thus, only persons who were proved to have been born in 
Albania were declared by the local authorities in Epirus to be 
exempted from the cxchange.^^ This was not considered satis- 
factory by Albania, as it would result in transferring to Turkey 
a great part of the Albanians established in Greece. Albania 
brought the question to the attention of the Council of the 
League, which, in its session of December, 1923, adopted a 
resolution expressing the opinion that the Mixed Conomission 
for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations should 
decide on this matter.^® This had already been proposed to 
Albania by the Greek govermnent.'^® 

The Mixed Commission at its meeting of March 14, 1924, 
decided that Greek nationals of the Moslem religion who were 
of Albanian origin and had settled in Epirus were to be ex- 
empted from the exchange. It further decided that, if neces- 
sary, it would appoint a special body to obtain on the spot the 
information necessary to determine which persons should be 
so exempted. Pending the decision of the Mixed Commission 
in any special cases submitted to it, the competent Sub-Com- 
missions were to postpone provisionally the departure of all 
persons who, in their view, were entitled to lay claim to Al- 
banian origin,®® 

A delegation of the Mixed Commission, composed of Mr. 
Ekstrand as chairman, Hamdi Bey, and P. Metaxas, was sent 

IT See Letter of the Permanent Albanian Secretaiiat accredited to the 
League of Nations, dated December 6, 1923. League of Nations, Doo. O. 762. 
1923.yil. 

18 League of Nations, Official Journal, February, 1924, pp, 364-368. 

18 Letter from liie Greelc ObargS d’Afiaires in Albania to the Prime Min- 
ister of Albania, dated October 3, 1923. Ibid, p. 365. 

88 Proces-Verbaux, iii, 43d meet., March 14, 1924. 
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to Epirus and Macedonia to carry out the above decision. It 
convened various groups of persons, especially those appointed 
for the purpose by the Albanian representative at Athens. The 
delegation was “of the unannnous opinion that all who came 
before it did so of their own free will and freely expressed their 
opinion without any pressure from any source whatever.” It 
examined the various data which might be used as criteria of 
origin, namely, place of origin, language, customs, and dress 
From the point of view of relative importance as an index of 
origin, place of origin was first of all taken into consideration. 
National consciousness of an individual and the desire ex- 
pressed by the people to be included in the exchange were also 
regarded. Language, habits, and customs were considered as of 
secondary importance. 

The delegation reported that the "vast majority of Moslem 
Greek subjects inhabiting Epirus and Macedonia state without 
hesitation that they are of Turkish origin and consequently 
desire to be included in the exchange.” On the strength of this 
report the Mixed Commission issued instructions to the Sub- 
Commissions to the effect that place of origin was to be the 
main criterion, and that language and national consciousness 
were also to be considered. 

The Albanian government was not satisfied with these 
findings and action of the Mixed Commission, It asserted that 
certain regions in Epirus were populated by people belonging 
to the Albanian nation and that the only criterion should be 
the language spoken. People speaking the Albanian and not 
the Turkish language ought to be exempted from the exchange. 
It was claimed that the criterion of the expressed wishes of 
the population could not be trusted, as the wishes were not 
expressed freely. Consequently, the Albanian government 
brought up the question again before the Coimcil of the 
League of Nations at its session of September, 1924,®^ 

Mr. Politis pointed out at the meeting that language 
assuredly could not be made the criterion for Albanian race, 

*iThe above facta arc taken from a memoiandum prepared by the Seore- 
tanat of the League of Nations for the use of the Gbunoil, Leaguo of Na- 
tions, Official Journal, October, 1924, pp. 16004)2. See also ProoSs-Verbanx, 
iv, 66th meet., June 12, 1924; v, 57th meet., June 18, 1024, and btitict 2. 
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since Greek was the language of the Albanian representative, 
Monseigneur Fan Noli, while the President of the Greek Re- 
public at the time. Admiral Kondouriotis, spoke Albanian in 
the intimacy of his home. He agreed, however, that the ques- 
tion of the Albanians in Greece was a question of the treat- 
ment of minorities, and as such a subject for the supervision 
of the League of Nations.^^ 

§ 250. Protection of Albanian Moslems as a national mi- 
nority. The Council, after hearing a report by Senor Quinones 
de Leon, decided to treat the matter as a question of minorities 
and to collect information.®® In the meantime the Mixed 
Commission had decided on the exchange of 1500 Moslems of 
Epirus as not of Albanian origin. The Greek government 
scrupulously asked the Council to decide what should be done 
as regards these people. The Council had no objection to their 
being transported to Turkey on the responsibility of the Mixed 
Commission.®* In its session of December, 1924, the Council 
decided that both the League and the Mixed Commission had 
duties to fulfil in regard to the Albanians in Greece, the former 
under the Treaty ooncernmg the Protection of Minorities and 
the latter under the Convention. The neutral members of the 
Mixed Commission were, consequently, appointed mandatories 
of the Council for the protection of the Albanian minority in 
Greece. It was also thought expedient and desirable that the 
Chairmen of the Sub-Commissions in Epirus and Macedonia 
who should be intrusted by the neutral members with the 
execution of the work should each have at his disposal a per- 
son of Albaman origin whom he himself should select.®® 

The Greek and Turkish governments signified their assent 
to the above procedure, and the three neutral members of the 
Mixed Commission agreed to act as mandatories of the Coun- 
cil.®® The latter appointed as their agents the neutral chairmen 
of the Sub-Commissions in Epirus and Macedonia, and under- 
took a tour of inspection in regions inhabited by Albanians in 

“ League of Nations, OSuml Journal, October, 1924, pp, 1354-55. 

Ibid., pp 1367-1368 , , . 

** League of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1924, p, 1655. 

2“ League of Nations, Oflctal Journal, Februaiy, 1925, pp. 146, 234. 

00 Ibid, March, 1925, p. 338. 
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llie summer of 1925. They also appointed persons of Albanian 
origin to assist the neutral chairnien of the Sub-Commissions 
in their work. Those persons were recommeirded by the 
Albanian Minister at Athens. In the meantime the Sub- 
Commissions were supplied with fresh instructions on certain 
principles for establishing origin. In these, the criterion of 
national consciousness was relegated to a secondary place, as 
likely to be the expression of ephemeral changes and condi- 
tions, while the criteria of language, dress, customs, and habits 
wore reckoned more reliable, as governed by tradition and as 
little affected by passing events and tendencies.®'^ This was a 
decided change from the earlier views of the Mixed Commis- 
sion and the delegation sent to Epirus. 

The duties of the mandatories were to give decisions as to 
the origin of the Moslem population in order to secure the 
exemption from exchange of persons entitled to such exemp- 
tion, in accordance with the Greek declaration at the Confer- 
ence of Lausanne. In case, therefore, a decision as to origin 
was taken by the Mixed Commission which, if executed, would 
not conform to that declaration and would hence be contrary 
to the provisions of the Treaty concerning the Protection of 
Minorities, such decision could be nullified by a contrary de- 
cision of the mandatories. These notified the Greek govern- 
ment of the names of the persons whose exemption from 
exchange was seem-ed.®® 

TTio Moslem population of Epirus amounted on June 11, 
1925, to 20,160 inhabitants, distributed throughout 63 towns 
and villages. To that date 2993 persons had been declared 
exchangeable and had left the Greek territory.®® When a claim 
was made by a person that he was of Albanian origin or when 
one was not recorded as of Turkish origin, the competent Sub- 
C’ommission proceeded to examine his origin and excluded him 
provisionally or permanently from the exchange. 

While this orderly process was going on, the Albanian 

Seo Bupplcmontary instructioiis to the Epirus Sub-Commissiona and 
Fifth Report of the Mandatories of the Council ia League of Nations, Ogioial 
Journal, September, 1926, pp. 1218-10. 

s® League of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1926, pp. 1682-83. 

September, 1925, p. 1218, 
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Foreign Minister and the Albanian Minister at Athens were 
deluging the Secretariat of the League with telegrams and 
memoranda, accusing the Greek and Turkish governments of 
conspiracy to transport to Turkey the Moslem Albanians of 
Epirus.*” All this had the purpose, apparently, of creating an 
atmosphere of prejudice and of influencing the work of the 
mandatories of the Council. Indeed, as the mandatories re- 
ported on August 3, 1925, after their tour of Epirus, many 
Albanians, in view of the measures to which large landed 
properties were subjected in Greece, regarded emigration to 
Turkey under the system of exchanges as a means of obtaining 
land, "and preferred to go to Turkey.” Besides, many people 
mentioned their attachment to Islam as a pica for emigrating 
to Turkey, which they said was preeminently the home of 
Mohammedanism. The mandatories and their agents were 
very careful about the matter, and made exhaustive search 
and cross-examination before including Albanians in the ex- 
change. This they confirmed once more in answer to the pro- 
tests and appeals of the Albanian government, while at the 
same time they denied its various allegations.®^ 

At the session of the Council in December, 1925, General 
Manrique de Lara, President of the Mixed Commission and 
one of the mandatories of the Council, was invited to Geneva. 
He denied all the allegations of the Albanian government.®® 
He also protested vigorously against the attacks made in the 
memorandum of the Albanian Minister at Athena upon the 
members of the Mixed Commission and certain of its 
officials.®* 

A few months later the work of the exchange was termi- 
nated. The Greek government found it desirable to allow the 
inhabitants of certain villages in Epirus, whom the Albanian 
government claimed to be Moslems of Albanian origin, to 

3# Sea League of Nations, Doc. C.606.M.2SO.1925.I; Doe. C.713.M.262. 
1926.1; C.V41.1926/I/: C.765.1926.I. See nlso the Greek reply, Boc. C.37 .1926.1 
See League of Natione, Doe. 0.729.M.263.1926.I, communicating a letter 
from General de Lara to the Seoretary-Genoral, dated November 23, 1926. 

32 See the opinion of the Mixed Comnuaaion on the reports of the Alba- 
nian government, ■which it considered to contain untruthful statements and 
insulting insiauations. Proo6s-Verbaux, v, 67th moot., August 26, 1924. 

3® League of Nations, Official Journal, February, 1926, pp. 163-168. 
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remain in Greece. Consequently, the Council in June, 1926, 
advised its mandatories to consider their work at an end and 
to forward a final report, which they did on July 14.^* 

§251. Determination of nationality and religion. The 
persons to be exchanged should have the nationality of the 
country which they were to leave. Thus, Moslems in Greece, 
not Greek subjects, and Greeks in Turkey, not Turkish sub- 
jects, were not included in the exchange. When a person who 
prima jade was subject to exchange alleged that he was not 
a Greek or a Turkish national, as the case might be, and docu- 
ments were produced giving a likelihood of truth to the allega- 
tion, the departure of such person was suspended until a final 
decision could be taken. The Mixed Commission decided in 
such cases after reference to its Legal Section.®® 

In case a dispute arose between Greece or Turkey and a 
third state as to the nationality of a person, the Commission 
suspended its decision \mtil an agreement was arrived at by 
the two states concerned, when, on the basis of such agree- 
ment, it determined whether such person was subject to ex- 
change or not.*® 

The religious affiliation of a person was determined, as a 
rule, on the basis of entries in civil registries, These were con- 
clusive, unless it was alleged that they were erroneous or 
incomplete. This allegation was to be proved by convincing 
evidence, such as official documents or certificates of religion 
issued by the church of which the claimant alleged to be a 
follower. The Commission decided on each individual case on 
the basis of all the evidence.®^ 

§ 252. Change of nationality before emigration. Moslems 
of Greece and Greeks of Turkey were subject to exchange in 
case they wore nationals of the country which they were com- 
pelled to leave, A material question, therefore, was to decide 
that a person was a Turkish or Greek national on a certain 

July, 1926, pp. 867-868, 947-948; September, 1926, pp. 1137-38: 
October, 1926, p. 1406. 

®’Proc^Veiba\Dt, iii, 44th meet., March 18, 1924. 
s* Decision. No. XVII of the Commission, taken at the 47th, meet., April 4, 
1Q24« 

*^Dticisioii XXX, taken at the meeting of March 24, 1037. 
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date at which the principle of exchangeabihty was effective. 
There were three possible dates to be considered. The date of 
the coming into effect of the Convention; that of May 1, 1924, 
as the day from which the exchange was to take place ; or the 
date on which the notification provided for in article 16, para- 
graph 1, was to be made to persons who were to leave the 
territory of Turkey and Greece under the Convention. This 
question was material for persons who, before one of the above 
dates, changed their nationality and ceased to be Turkish or 
Greek nationals. 

The Sub-Commissions in Greece solved this question sum- 
marily. In Turkey a teat case was presented by Lady Tahindji 
of Mersina, who at the time the Convention entered into effect 
was a Turkish national of the Greek Orthodox religion, and 
who subsequently married a Swiss national, thus acquiring the 
Swiss nationality.®* It was admitted that the marriage took 
place after the Sub-Commission began the work of evacuation 
at Mersina. For this reason the Mixed Commission decided 
that the person in question was subject to exchange.*® The 
Commission left open the question whether a marriage after 
the coming into effect of the Convention, but before the be- 
gimnng of the work of evacuation, could influence the question 
of exchangeability. 

Subsequently, the Commission adopted a decision which 
accepted as criterion the date of the coming into effect of the 
Convention. Indeed, by the terms of this decision,^® “married 
women were to follow the destiny of their husband, from the 
point of view of exchangeability, if the marriage took place 
before the coming into effect of the Convention.” 

§ 253. Change of religion before emigration. There have 
been cases of Moslems in Greece who embraced Christianity in 
order to avoid being transferred to Turkey. In the case of some 

sspioces-Verbaux, x, 111th meet., July 1 and 6, 1926. 

SB Proofes-Verbaux, x, 112th meet,, September 6, 1926. At the same time 
the Mixed Commission, addressed a letter to the Turkish goveimnent, re- 
lating die peculiar circumstances of the case, and expressing the wish that 
the person in question, who was engaged to the Swiss national before the 
signature of the Convention, be aUowod to remam in Tui'key. 

*0 Decision No. XXIX of March 24, 1927 (Pioofea-Verbaux, xi, 117th meet.). 
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Moslems of Crete, the Commission sought to find whether 
these persons were of age, and if so, at what time their con- 
version took place. It was agreed that conversions taking 
place after the signature of the Convention were not to have 
any effect. For the same reason it was decided that the con- 
version to Christianity of fifteen Moslems of Serres was not to 
prevent the compulsory departure of such persons.^® This 
decision was hardly logical. The Convention was effective from 
its coming into force on August 25, 1923, and not from its sig- 
nature on January 30, 1923. It could not govern events taking 
place between the latter and the former dates. No provision to 
the contrary existed in the Convention. Subsequently, the 
Commission adopted a general decision by the terms of 
which “the fact that Moslems or Greeks subject to exchange 
by virtue of the provisions of the Convention changed their 
religion after January 1, 1922, was not to be taken into con- 
sideration.” 

The Turkish delegation, of course, was not disposed to look 
with favor upon persons giving up their Moslem faith and 
embracing Christianity. The Greek delegation also had not 
much sympathy with such late converts, since their exclusion 
from the exchange would prevent Greece from taking posses- 
sion of their immovable property and settling the refugees 
therein. In this may be found the reasons for the above 
decision. 

§254. Former emigrants. Even before the coming into 
effect of the Convention of Lausanne and the constitution of 
the Commission there had been many currents of emigration 
between Greece and Turkey, including the great exodus of over 
a million Greek refugees who, fleeing the Turkish territories, 
reached Greece in the last months of 1922 and in 1923, after 
the disaster to the Greek anns in Ionia. Inasmuch as the 
Convention was meant to dear up the whole situation created 
by these racial migrations, article 3 provided that “the Greeks 
and Moslems who have already, since October 18, 1912, left 

ProoSs-Verbaus, v, SVtli meet., June 18, 1924. 

Proces-VerbatiJL 64th meet., August 8, 1924. 

« Decision XXX., last paxa^'aph, of March 24, 1927 (Proehs-Verbanx, 
xi, 117th meet.). 
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the territories of which the Greek and Turkish inhabitants are 
to be respectively exchanged, shall be considered as included 
in the exchange provided for in article 1.” 

This provision set the date of October 18, 1912, for the 
application of the provisions of the Convention concerning the 
compulsory exchange and the liquidation of the properties of 
emigrants. All persons (Greeks or Moslems respectively) hav- 
ing left after that date the territories of the two countries were 
to be deemed subject to exchange and their property was to be 
liquidated by the Mixed Commission. The aforesaid date is 
that of the declaration of war between Greece and Turkey in 
the First BaUtan War of 1912. The figures relating to these 
emigrants and refugees are given in another place.^* 

It is to be noted, however, that not all persons who had 
emigrated after the above date were to be considered exchange- 
able, but only those who had left the regions included in the 
exchange. Consequently, Greeks who had left Constantinople 
or Moslems who had left Western Thrace after October 18, 
1912, were included in the exception of article 2 of the Con- 
vention and were not subject to exchange. 

Article 3 of the Convention spoke only of “Greeks and 
Moslems.” These terms must be understood with reference to 
the provision of article 1 to mean Turkish subjects of the 
Greek Orthodox religion in Turkey and Greek subjects of the 
Moslem religion in Greece. Consequently, Moslems who had 
left since October 18, 1912, would seem to be included in article 
3 only in so far as they were Greek subjects at the time the 
Convention of Lausanne went into effect. 

§ 255. Angora Protocol No. II of 1925. Most of these 
Moslems, however, had filed an option in favor of Turkish 
nationality, in conformity with the Treaty of Athens of 191 3.'^® 

** See infra, § 289. 

Treaty of Peace between, Greece and Turkey, signed at Athens, Nov. 
1/14, 1913, and ratified Nov. 16/29, 1913. Article 4 made the following pro- 
visions ■ 

"Les individus domioili^s dans les territoires de I’Empire Ottoman passant 
sous la domination de la Grfece deviendront sujets hellimes. 

“Us auTont le droit d’opter poiu' la nationulLtS ottomans moyenrmnt une 
declaration A I’autorite hellAnique oompetente dans I’espaoe de trois ans A 
partir de la date de cc jour declaration qui sera suivie d’un enregistrement 
aux oonsulats Impdriaux ottomans. . . Toutefois, I’excrcice dejsgj^flpj^’op- 
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Their inclusion in the exchange was accomplished by virtue of 
Protocol No. 11, signed, with other arrangements, at Angora 
on June 21, 1925. This Protocol provided that aU Moslems who 
had left the territory of Greece (with the exception of Western 
Thrace) after October 18, 1912, were to be included in the 
exchange, by appheation of article 3 of the Convention of 
Lausanne, notwithstanding all the formalities with which they 
might have complied by virtue of treaties or conventions, and 
in particular the option in favor of Turkish nationality that 
they might have exercised in conformity with the Treaty of 
Athens. 

The Protocol was clearly a modification of article 3 of the 
Convention of Lausanne. It further provided that persons 
who had left Greece prior to October 18, 1912, and who re- 
turned there after this date for a brief sojourn, without the 
intention of establishing themselves there anew nor of pre- 
serving the former Greek nationality, were not to be included 
in the exchange. The fact that such persona were provided 
after 1913 with a Greek passport for travel in Greece did not 
constitute in itself a proof that those persons preserved the 
Greek nationality, unless this fact was corroborated by other 
evidence, such as a sojourn in Greece for more than a year; 
a participation in the political life in Greece as voter, can- 
didate for an elective office, or public functionary; a pmehase 
or sale of immovable property as a Greek subject; taking 
part in a judicial, quasi-judicial, or administrative proceeding 
as a Greek subject. 

Protocol No. II of June 21, 1926, was communicated to 
the Mixed Commission on March 19, 1927, the latter under- 
taking on the same date to carry it into effect. It raised, how- 

tion eat: subofdonnS uu troosfert du domicile des iutlresses et k leur Stabliase- 
ment hora de Gr^ce. 

“Lee persouar>s qui, pendant ce delai, auront emigre dans I’Empire Otto- 
man ou I’lStittiigcr ou y auront Sx6 leur domiede, resteront Ottomanes. 
EUes jouitont de la franchise dss droits de sortie pour leurs biens 
meubles. . , 

By article 6 of the same treaty these persons ■were allowed to retain their 
properties in Greece and to give them in lease or to administer them through 
a^nts. No one was to be deprived of his property, "in whole or in part, 
directly or indirectly, except for public utility and on the payment of a just 
and previous indemnity.*’ Martens, Nouveau Mecueil General de TraiUs, 3* 
B$rie, Tiii, pp. 94-96. 
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ever, difficulties o[ mterpvotation.*“ The Tur kish delegation 
asserted that Moslems, Turkish nationals, who left Greece 
after October 18, 1912, were not included in the exchange, 
and that only those who became Greek subjects through the 
annexation of the new provinces by Greece in 1912 and 1913 
and subsequently chose Turkish nationality under the Treaty 
of Athens were comprised in the exchange under Protocol 11 
of Angora. The Greek delegation opposed this restrictive in- 
terpretation, and maintained that the terms “tous les Musul- 
mans” of Protocol II meant that all Moslems, whether Greek 
or Turkish subjects, who left after October 18, 1912, were in- 
cluded in the exchange. This view was based on the follow- 
ing considerations. 

The Moslems who left before the Treaty of Athens of 
1913 the territories occupied by Greece in 1912 and 1913 never 
became Greek subjects. Those who left after that Treaty by 
filing an option for Turkish nationality became Turkish sub- 
jects on transferring their domicile and establishing them- 
selves outside Greece. Both categories were to be included in 
the general expression “tous les Musuhnans^' of Protocol II. 
The Turks who left Greece before the Treaty of Athens were 
subject to exchange by the fact that by the Treaty of Athens 
it was prohibited to them to establish themselves in Greece. 
If it should be possible for these persons to return to Greece, 
they would be Hellenic subjects and, as such, subject to 
exchange. 

The second paragraph of Protocol II excluded from the 
exchange the Moslems who left the Greek territories before 
October 18, 1912, and had returned there after that date for a 
short sojourn. On the contrary, if such persons returned with 
the intention of establishing Hiemselves there anew (referring 
to persons coming from provinces annexed by the Treaty of 
Athens) or of preserving their old Hellenic nationality (refer- 
ring to Moslems from Thessaly who had left before 1912) 
they are included in the exchange. Leaving aside the Thes- 
salian Moslems, according to this second paragraph of Protocol 
II the mere fact that a Moslem coming from the territories 

*®Pi’oo6s-Vei’baux, ISdth. meet., March 12, 1028, 
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annexed by the Treaty of Athens returned there after October 
18, 1912, with the intention of establishing himself there 
anew, and left after that date, rendered him exchangeable. 
The Moslem in question was presumably a Turkish subject 
who loft originally before 1912, went back after 1912, and loft 
again. If this Turkish national was subject to exchange, it 
seemed reasonable that a Turkish national who left once and 
for all after 1912 was to be deemed subject to exchange by 
virtue of the first paragraph of Protocol II. 

§ 256. Juristic persons and communities. The second para- 
graph of article 3 of the Convention of Lausanne provided 
that “the expression ‘emigrant’ in the present convention in- 
cludes all physical and juridical persons who are required to 
emigrate or who have emigrated since October 18, 1912.” In 
conformity with this provision, Decision No. XVIII of the 
Mixed Commission, taken on April 4, 1924, held that “all 
the decisions of the Mixed Commission concerning physical 
persons are equally applicable to juridical persons.” 

The extension of the provisions of the Convention and 
the decisions of the Mixed Commission to juristic persons 
was material from the point of view of the liquidation of 
their properties by the Mixed Commission, and of the right 
of such persons to take away or arrange for the transport of 
their movable property. 

Especial mention is made in the Convention of communi- 
ties. It was provided that these included the personnel of 
mosques, tekkes, medressh, churches, convents, schools, hos- 
pitals, societies, associations and juridical persons, or other 
foundations of any nature whatever. These communities have 
not given rise to the disputes the same term occasioned in the 
Greco-Bulgarian Mixed Comnoission,*'^ presumably because 
the question of liquidation of any of their properties never 
came before the Commission, 

§257. Married women and minors. The Convention of 
Lausanne contained no provisions similar to those of article 
4 of the Convention of NeuUly, which recognized the right 
of emigration as pertaining to persons over eighteen years of 

See supra, pp. 167 K. 
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ago and prescribed that a declaration by a husband implied 
that of his wife and a declaration by parents or guardians 
that of their children or wards under eighteen years of age. 
The reason for this difference was that under the Convention 
of Lausanne the exchange was compulsory, and all persons, 
regardless of age or status, were to be exchanged if they were 
‘Greeks’ in Turkey or ‘Moslems’ in Greece. However, the Con- 
vention excepted certain persons from the exchange when they 
fulfilled certain conditions of establishment. Also there might 
be cases of difference of nationality or religion between mem- 
bers of a family. For such cases the Commission established 
certain rules calculated to secure the integrity of the family 
or personal independence as the case might be, 

Thus, it was decided that married women followed the 
destiny of their husbands if the marriage took place before 
the coming into effect of the Convention.*® Widows were sub- 
ject to exchange or not, according to their personal status. 
But when they had minor children (under eighteen years) at 
the time their case was examined by the Commission, they 
followed the destiny of these children. This applied only in the 
regions whose inhabitants were subject to exchange.*® 

The existence of marriage in the above cases might be a 
disputed question. The entries m civil registries were con- 
sidered conclusive proof. Allegations that such entries were 
erroneous or incomplete might be proved by convincing proof. 
Information in official documents or certificates of religious 
authorities were accepted as such proof, but were not, in 
themselves, conclusive.*® 

In certain cases where the hardship of the rules ought to 
bend to humanitarian considerations, the Commission asked 
the two governments to allow exceptions. This was done, for 
instance, in the case of a young Christian girl, whose mother, 
a Moslem, was exchangeable and asked to take her away.®^ 

ProoiiB-Verbaitx, vi, 68th meet., September 15, 1924; also Decision 
XXIX, taken at Ike meeting 6f March 24, 1927. 

*8 Decision XXXI, taken at the meeting of March 24, 1927. 

8® Decision XXXII, taken at the meeting of July 26, 1927. 

Procfes-Verbaiix, ii, 29th meet., January 4, 1924. 
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§ 258. Acquisition of new nationality by exchanged per- 
sons. Article 7 of the Convention provided that the emigrants 
were to lose the nationality of the country which they left 
and acquire the nationality of the country of their destina- 
tion upon their arrival in the territory of the latter. The mo- 
ment such persons reached the territory of the country of 
destination was the moment at which the change of nation- 
ality took place. 

Prior to the coming into force of the Convention, and as 
far back as 1912, great numbers of Greeks had left the Tur- 
kish territory seeking refuge in Greece, while many Turks 
had left the Greek territories after the Balkan wars. At what 
time did these people change their nationality? The above 
rule could not properly apply to them, as they had not left 
with the intention of never returning again to their country of 
origin. The second paragraph of article 7 prescribed with re- 
spect to these persons that, in case they had not yet acquired 
their new nationality, they were to acquire it on the date of 
the signature of the Convention, namely, on January 30, 
1923. 

There was still another category of persons to be consid- 
ered, those subject to exchange who bad left Turkey or Greece 
for a third country prior to or after the coming into force 
of the Convention. The Commission decided, in view of the 
above rules, that the fact that the persons in question emi- 
grated to a third country instead of to Turkey or Greece 
respectively made no difference. If such persons left one of 
these countries prior to the signature of the Convention of 
Lausanne, they acquired at the date of January 30, 1923, the 
nationality of the country to which they were nationally akin; 
if they left after the signature of the Convention they ac- 
quired such nationality at the time they reached the territory 
of a third country.®^ 

68 Decision No. XXH, taken at the 52d meet., May 9, 1924. This was 
applied, for instance, to Greeks who had left Turkey after 1912 and were 
catablidied in the tTnited States, See Prools-Vetbaux, xi, -llTth meet., March 
24, 1927. * 
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§ 2S9. Provisions of the Convention. While article 1 of 
the Convention of Lausanne provided for the compulsory ex- 
change of Moslems in Greece and Greeks in Turkey, an ex- 
ception to this rule was made with respect to Greeks estab- 
hshod at Constantinople and Moslems in Western Thrace. 
The laborious discussions at the Conference of Lausanne con- 
cerning this exception are described above,^ The exception 
was contained in article 2 of the Convention, which read as 
follows: 

“The following persons shall not be included in the ex- 
change provided for in article 1 : 

“(a) the Greek inhabitants of Constantinople. 

“(b) the Moslem inhabitants of Western Thrace. 

“All Greeks who were already established before 30th Oc- 
tober, 1918, within the areas under the Prefecture of the City 
of Constantinople, as defined by the law of 1912, shall be con- 
sidered as Greek inhabitants of Constantinople. 

^See supra, p. 343. 
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“All Moslems established in the region to the east of the 
frontier line laid down in 1913 by the Treaty of Bucharest 
shall be considered as Moslem inhabitants of Western Thrace.’' 

The second and third paragraphs of this article serve to 
define the two categories of pex'sons included in the first para- 
graph. What is to be understood by the term “Western 
Thrace” is explained by the third paragraph. The line of the 
Treaty of Bucharest is accepted as the western boundary of 
this region. This is formed mostly by the river Mesta. The 
Turkish delegation at the Conference of Lausanne asserted 
that the boundary of Western Thrace should be the river 
Struma. There was no ground for this demand, except the 
fact that the Turks desned to leave in Greece a greater num- 
ber of Moslems. Western Thrace proper did not include more 
than 130,000 Moslems against the 300,000 Greeks of Con- 
stantinople, according to the figures given by the Turkish 
delegation.^ Subsequently, in exchange for other concessions 
on the part of the Greek delegation, the Turkish delegation 
abandoned this demand. At the same time, the Montagna 
Sub-Commission included in its minutes a recommendation 
to the Mixed Commission that the Moslem population of 
the region between the rivers Mesta and Struma form the last 
contingent of persons to be exchanged.® 

The definition of Greek inhabitants of Constantinople is 
given in the second paragraph of article 2. The area of the 
prefecture of the city of Constantinople is defined by the 
Turkish law of 1912. At the Conference of Lausanne, the 
Turkish delegation was strongly urged by the Allied delega- 
tions to accept the extension of this area to the city of Pendik 
on the Anatolian Railway. This city did not belong to the pre- 
fecture of Constantinople but formed part of its suburbs. The 
Turkish delegation then had refused to accept this proposal 
as well as that of the Greek deflation that the inhabitants of 
Pendik, about 15,000, be allowed to transfer themselves within 
the district of Constantinople."* 

* Conference de Lausanne, Recueil des acies, piemi&re serie, i. pp 679, 
606. ’‘Ibtd., pp. 627, 628. 

♦Conference de Lausanne, Racuail des aetea, premiere Miie, i, pp. 679, 
605, 610, 613, 621, 626. 
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The dale of October 30, 1918, as the day ante quern the 
Greeks should have been established in Constantinople in or- 
der to be exempted from the exchange was adopted reluctantly 
at the Conference of Lausanne. The Montagna Sub-Coinmis- 
sion had originally adopted a provision that “all Greeks es- 
tablished in Constantinople” should be exempted. This provi- 
sion and a proposal by Mr. Montagna that the date of 1920 
be adopted were resisted by the Turkish delegation.® 

§ 260. The etahlis at Constantinople. The term in article 
2 which caused sharp difference of opinion between the two 
governments, provoked the greatest animosities, and led ulti- 
mately to recourse to the Permanent Court of International 
Justice, is the term etahlis ('established’) in the second and 
third paragraphs. As a matter of fact, the dispute arose only 
with respect to the second paragraph, concerning Greeks 
'established’ in Constantinople. The disagreement had con- 
tinued for some time when, in August, 1924, at the request 
of the neutral members of the Mixed Commission, the two 
national delegations presented opposing arguments with re- 
spect to the definition of the persons included in the exception 
of article 2 and the procedure to be followed for their exemp- 
tion from the exchange. On the basis of these arguments, the 
neutral members rendered a unanimous opinion recording 
their conclusions. The memoranda of the two delegations and 
the opinion of the neutral members were read at the 68th 
meeting of the Commission on September 4, 1924.® 

It will be noted from readuig article 2 that the persons 
exempted from the exchange are the ‘inhabitants’ of the two 
specified areas. The term ‘inhabitants’ of the first paragraph 
is defined by the other two paragraphs. In this definition, 
for the territorial limits of the area explicit reference was 
made by the Convention to the- Turkish law of 1912, and for 
the limits of the period of establishment the date of October 
30, 1918, was provided. No reference was made to the law of 
any country with regard to the definition of the term ‘estab- 
lished’ (^etahlis). 

p. 679. 

sProoes-Verbaux, vi. 
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§261. Greek and Turkish arguments. The argument of 
the Greek delegation was very simple. The word ‘establish- 
ment' was not to be confused with the term domicile; it re- 
ferred to an actual situation and not to a legal condition. 
Therefore, it was to be interpreted regardless of any Greek 
or Turkish law prescribing the fulfilment of formalities for 
the acquisition or transfer of domicile in the city of Constanti- 
nople or in Western Thrace. The word establishment did not 
imply the fulfihnent of any legal formality and signified only 
a continued residence in a certain place where the activity 
of a person and the conduct of his business were centred. The 
preparatory work of the Conference of Lausanne reenforced 
this argument. It was clear that what the Turkish delegation 
then wished to leave out from the exception of article 2 were 
the Greeks who came to reside in Constantinople after Octo- 
ber 30, 1918. 

The Turkish argument identified the word ‘establishment’ 
with domicile. Indeed, it was maintained that a person is to 
be deemed established in a certain place “when he goes to 
reside there with the intention of remaining there perma- 
nently.’’ The conclusion was drawn that Greek inhabitants 
of Constantinople residing there before 1918, whose families 
were established in regions of Turkey subject to exchange, 
did not come to Constantinople with the intention of remain- 
ing there permanently, and, therefore, were not to be exempted 
from the exchange. Further, the Turkish delegation contended 
that the term etablis was to be interpreted in connection with 
the Turkish law on civil status. This law did not consider 
any person leaving his place of origin to have established a 
domicile in another place except after the fulfilment of cer- 
tain formalities. So long as these formalities were not complied 
with by Greek inhabitants of Constantinople, they were not 
to be considered as etablis in Constantinople. 

§ 262. Opinion of the neutrals. The opinion of the neutral 
members brought out the confusion of ‘establishment’ and 
‘domicile’ in the Turkish argument and supported the view 
that only the word ‘establishment’ belonged to the terminol- 
ogy of international law. The Turkish law on civil status 
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referred to domicile and was therefore inapplicable. The Con- 
vention did not take account of the legislation of the contract- 
ing countries except when it explicitly referred to it. The 
neutral members concluded that all Greeks inhabiting Con- 
stantinople and Moslems inhabiting Western Thrace before 
October 30, 1918, were to be exempted from the exchange, un- 
less it was proved that such persons, before the above date, did 
not have the intention of remaining there. A number of criteria 
were cited which were to be used in case of dispute as to the 
existence of such intention. It was further stated that in the 
opinion of the neutral members married women and minors 
were to follow the condition of their husbands and fathers.'^ 

This opinion and the conclusions of the neutral members 
did not please the Turkish delegation, which, through its 
President, Tevfic Ruchdi Bey, did not mince words in express- 
ing its displeasure. It declared expressly that the view of the 
neutrals, which was also the Greek view, was manifestly 
contrary to the Convention, and that “it would not be ac- 
cepted by the Turkish delegation even though the majority 
should so decide.” It further threatened that “it [the Turkish 
delegation] would not even take part in the work of the 
Mixed Commission.” Invited by Mr. Papas to state whether 
the Turkish delegation or the Mixed Commission was compe- 
tent to interpret the Convention, Tevfic Ruchdi Bey declared 
that the Turkish delegation considered that article 2 of the 
Convention needed no interpretation, and that the local Turk- 
ish authorities should decide who were to be excluded from 
the exchange as ‘established’ in Constantinople. 

During this discussion, Tevfic Ruchdi Bey admitted the 
distinction between domicile and establishment, and gave up 
the contention that the Turkish law on the civil status of 
persons was to determine the persons established in Constanti- 
nople. But he now contended that another law, that on the 
census, was to be taken into consideration. This furnished 
an opportunity to General de Lara to declare that this threw 
a new light on the matter, and that the conclusions of the 
neutrals were to be taken only as “a beginning of discus- 

League of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1924, pp. 1674-76. 
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sion,” This was not the view of the other two neutral mem- 
bers, and as the request of the Turks that the Legal Section 
of the Commission should study the question of interpreta- 
tion of article 2 was not accepted, the President of the Turkish 
delegation resigned his post at the Commission. A few days 
later, under instructions from his government, Tevfic Ruchdi 
Bey withdrew his resignation, resumed his seat on the Com- 
mission, and reiterated his request that the question at issue 
be referred to the Legal Section. The Commission, in a con- 
ciliatory spirit, on this occasion granted his request.® 

The Legal Section held long discussions on this subject, 
but without result, as the Greek and Turkish delegations held 
to the views already expressed. The Turkish members per- 
sisted in granting the status of ‘established’ persons only to 
those who had fulfilled the formalities of registration pro- 
vided for by the law of 1914, while the Greek members 
continued to assign this status to all persons who by the exer- 
cise of their profession, the carrying out of various undertak- 
ings, and, in general, in any other definite way, had sufficiently 
shown their intention of remaining ‘established’ at Constanti- 
nople. The neutral president of the Legal Section, Mr. 
Ekstrand, although he considered that a clear intention of 
remaining ‘established’ at Constantinople should be shown, 
did not admit that the fulfilment of registration formalities 
should constitute the only proof of such intention. In other 
words, he agreed with the Greek interpretation.® 

The report of the Legal Section was communicated to the 
members of the Commission on October 1, 1924. The Mixed 
Commission met to take a final decision on October 3. Tevfic 
Ruchdi Bey did not appear, and sent word that, for reasons 
of health, he was again obliged to tender his resignation. 

§ 263. Arbitrary conduct of the Turkish authorities. In 
the meantime the Turkish government undertook to decide 
the question for itself and forcibly to expel Ihe Greeks whom 
it considered exchangeable. A letter from the Greek delega- 
tion under date of October 12 warned the Commission of the 

sProefes-Verbaux, vi, 69th meet., September 8, 1924. 

«See the lepoit of the Legal Section in League of Nations, Official 
Joumalj November, 1924, p. 1676-78. 



405 


EXEMPT PERSONS 

impending arbitrary action. From October 18 to 22 the Con- 
stantinople police, without paying any attention to the pres- 
ence of the Mixed Commission, proceeded to arrest 4462 per- 
sons, who were interned in a concentration camp pending 
embarkation for a Greek port. Of this number 765 persons were 
clearly nonexchangcable, having been estabhshed at Constanti- 
nople before October 30, 1918. The rest were exchangeable 
Greeks to whom the competent Sub-Commission had not yet 
delivered the necessary passports. The tensity of the situation 
was relieved by a special agreement between the Presidents 
of the two delegations, concluded on October 21 under the 
auspices of the neutral members. The Constantinople Sub- 
Commission proceeded to the camp to deliver passports to the 
exchangeable Greeks and to despatch them to Greece, and to 
set free those who were undoubtedly not liable to exchange.'^® 
§ 264. The question before the Council of the League. 
The whole affair shows clearly that the Turkish government 
had interfered with the work of the Commission and had en- 
croached upon its powers. For this reason the Greelc govern- 
ment brought the question of the Greeks 'established' at Con- 
stantinople before the Council of the League at its Brussels 
session of October, 1924.^^ The Council, after hearing the 
Turkish and Greek representatives and the President of the 
Mixed Commission, General de Lara, who, among other things, 
and in the face of the above facts, denied that any attempt 
at encroachment upon the powers of the Commission had been 
made, adopted a report by Viscount Ishii, which suggested 
that points of great legal difficulty, if the members of the 
Commission doubted whether they had sufficient juridical 
loiowledge to interpret them, might be referred to the Perma- 
nent Court of International Justice.^® This suggestion was 

is to be noted that the Proc&s-Veibaitx of the Commission give 
no intimation of this conduct of the Tuikish delegation and government 
The facts are related in documents published in League of Nations, Official 
Journal, November, 1924, pp. 1672-79. 

^^The special agieement of Octobei 21 was not carried out completely 
By October 31, or ten days later, 196 persons, not liable to exchange, stiU. 
lemained under aii-est, and new persons were being arrested. See Proces- 
Verbaux, vi, 76th meet., October 26, 1924; and League of Nations, Official 
Journal, November, 1924, p. 1665 

League of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1924, pp 1669-70. 
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followed by the Mixed Conmiission, which, after a laborious 
discussion, decided at its meeting of November 16, 1924, to 
ask the Council “to request the Permanent Court to give an 
advisory opinion on the dispute concerning article 2 of the 
Convention of Lausanne." Meanwhile, and until the time 
the advisory opinion should be handed down and the Mixed 
Commission should decide, Tevfic Ruchdi Bey gave the assur- 
ance that no prejudicial measure would be taken against the 
persons whose condition was in dispute. 

The Council decided at its meeting of December 13, 1924, 
to ask the Permanent Court of International Justice to give 
an advisory opinion on the following question; 

“What meaning and scope should be attributed to the word 
‘established’ in Article 2 of the Convention of Lausanne of 
January 30th, 1923, regarding the Exchange of Greek and 
Turkish Populations, in regard to which discussions have 
arisen and arguments have been put forward, which are con- 
tained in the documents communicated by the Mixed Com- 
mission? And what conditions must the persons who are de- 
scribed in Article 2 of the Convention of Lausanne under the 
name of ‘Greek inhabitants of Constantinople’ fulfil in order 
that they may be considered as ‘established’ under the terms 
of the Convention and exempt from compulsory exchange?" 

§ 265, Advisory Opinion of the Permanent Court of In- 
ternational Justice. Owing to the urgency of the question an 
extraordinary session of the Ctourt was convoked on January 
12, 1925. Oral arguments were made by Mr. Politis, Minister 
of Greece at Paris, and Tevfic Ruchdi Bey, President of the 
Turkish delegation to the Mixed Commission. The unanimous 
opinion of the Court was handed down on February 21, 1925.^® 
The Court thought that the meaning of the word itablis 
was to be determined, not in the abstract, but as the word had 
been used in article 2 of the Convention. This was held to be 
a question of international law. The meaning of the French 
word itablmemmt was considered, and its use with 'reference 
“I’roofes-Verbaux, vi, V7fih meet.; and League of Nations, Doo. 0,694. 

w League of Nations, Official Journal February, 1926, p. 166. 

Permanent Court of Intemational Justioe, Ptbhcatians, series B, no. 10. 
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to a situation of fact rather than in a legal sense was brought 
out. Hence the Court did not approve the Turkish contention 
that the Convention required the Greeks to be established 
according to the Turkish legislation, nor the contention that 
the Turkish courts should be left to decide the question, in 
view of the provisions of the Convention referring this func- 
tion to the Mixed Commission. 

Answering the Turkish theory of an implicit reference by 
article 2 to local legislation, since a contrary solution would 
involve consequences affecting Turkey’s sovereign rights, the 
Court said: 

The right of entering into international engagements is an 
attribute of State sovereignty In the present case, moreover, the 
obligations of the contracting states are absolutely equal and recip- 
rocal Tt is therefore impossible to admit that a convention which 
creates obligations ot this kind, construed according to its natural 
meaning, infringes the sovereign rights of the High Contracting 
Parties. 

Accordingly, the Court did not feel it to be necessary to 
consider "whether any particular provisions of the Turkish 
laws of 1902 and 1914 were or were not contrary to the Con- 
vention.” It further held that the Mixed Commission was 
"alone competent to investigate, in each individual case, 
whether a Greek inhabitant of Constantinople was 'estab- 
lished’ in conformity with Article 2 of the Convention and 
could be exempted from the compulsory exchange.” 

As regards the second part of the question referred to the 
Court, concerning the conditions to be fulfilled by Greek in- 
habitants of Constantinople in order that these might be con- 
sidered as ‘established’ and exempt from compulsory exchange, 
the Court was unwilling to define exactly the degree of stabil- 
ity required of persons ‘established’ at Constantinople. It 
thought that this would be satisfied by a person who came to 
Constantinople to make his fortune, though he intended sub- 
sequently to return to his place of origin. The origin of persons 
concerned was of no consequence. 

Hence the Court answered the two questions before it by 
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saying that the purpose of the word ‘established’ in article 2 
of the Convention of Lausanne was to refer to a situation of 
fact constituted by residence of a lasting nature, and that to 
be exempt persons must reside within the boundaries of the 
prefecture of the city of Constantinople as defined by the law 
of 1912, having arrived from any other place prior to October 
30, 1918, with intention to remain for an extended period.^® 

The advisory opinion was communicated to the Council, 
which considered it at its session of March 11, 1925, and 
directed the Secretary-General to communicate it officially to 
the Mixed Commission, having no doubt that the latter 
“would attribute to this Opinion the same high value and 
authority which the Council always gave to the opinions of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice.” 

§ 266. Agreement of Angora and the Decision of the 
Mixed Commission, At this time the Greek and Turkish gov- 
ernments were carrying on negotiations with respect to other 
matters concerning the exchange. The definition of etablis 
formed part of these negotiations, no longer as a legal question 
but as a political question subject to solution by concession 
and compromise. One of the arrangements signed at Angora 
on June 21, 1925, concerned the definition of etahhs, and this, 
after many vicissitudes described below, took the form of a 
decision of the Mixed Commission on March 19, 1927.^® 

According to this, which is Decision XXVH of the Com- 
mission, the following were to be considered persons estab- 
lished at Constantinople and in Western Thrace in the 
meaning of article 2 of the Convention: 

(1) AH the Greeks at Constantinople and the Moslems in 
Western Thrace who were present at these places at the time 
of Ihe Decision and were also present there prior to October 
30, 1918, and January 30, 1923, respectively. The fact that a 
person had come to Constantinople and to Western Thrace 
prior to these dates could be proved by any appropriate evi- 
dence before the Mixed Commission. 

As an exception to this rule, Greeks or Moslems of the 

Itnd. 

League of Nations. Official Joumalj April, 1926, pp. 441-442. 

“The history of these negotiations is described bdow, Chaptei xxvi. 
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aforesaid regions without profession, property, or means of 
subsistence could be included in the exchange. These could 
not exceed one hundred and twenty for each state, and a list 
of them was to be presented to the Mixed Commission within 
a period of four months from March 19, 1927. 

(2) Also the Greeks of Constantinople and Moslems of 
Western Thrace absent from these regions at the time of the 
Decision, who were present there prior to October 30, 1918, 
and January 30, 1923, respectively, and who, in addition, at 
the above dates (a) were registered in the civil registries of 
these regions; or (fa) had a fixed residence in these regions and 
intended to remain there permanently. This intention was to 
be gathered from vaiious circumstances, such as the per- 
manent exercise of a profession, a trade, or an industry; the 
entering into a contract for a work of durable character; the 
adoption of a profession impl3dng durable residence; and, in 
general, any other fact proving that the person had the centre 
of his occupations in the aforesaid regions and intended to 
remain there permanently. In each case the Commission was 
to decide. 

(3) Wives, minor children of both sexes, and unmarried 
daughters were to follow the condition of their husband or 
father and mother. 

This decision, in its first paragraph, certainly went further 
than the advisory opinion of the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice, since it did not take into account the inten- 
tion of the persons present in Constantinople prior to October 
30, 1918, but required simply presence at Constantinople at 
that date and at the time Uie decision was taken, on March 
19, 1927. But it must be remembered that by this time the 
police of Constantinople had discovered and caused the de- 
parture to Greece of practically all persons who had arrived 
at Constantinople after October 30, 1918, and that very few, 
if any, had succeeded in escaping and remaining in that city. 
In fact, therefore, no real concession was made by the Turks 
in this case. 

§ 267. Proving establishment at Constantinople. Decision 
XXVII simplified the question of .the 4tabKs of Constanti- 



410 THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

nople. Greeks present at Constantinople were to bo deemed 
established in that city provided they were there prior to 
October 30, 1918. The fact that they came there prior to this 
date could be proved by any means of evidence. Against this 
clear text, which permitted of no loophole, General de Lara, 
neutral member, supported the view that the mere fact that 
Greeks came to Constantinople before October 30, 1918, was 
not sufficient to prove establishment therein, but only a pre- 
sumption of establishment.^® This view occasioned the pro- 
tests of the Greek delegation. 

The Turkish delegation itself did not attempt to support 
this impossible interpretation, but asked rather that the de- 
cisions of the Sub-Commission of Constantinople, granting 
provisional certificates of non-exchangeability to Greeks of 
Constantinople who had proved to its satisfaction that they 
came to Constantinople prior to October 30, 1918, be not 
regarded as final decisions, whenever they were taken prior to 
the adoption of Decision XXVII by the Mixed Commission. 
On the assurance of Chukri Bey that the question was raised 
only with regard to a very small number of cases, the Greek 
delegation gave its consent to a reexamination of such cases. 

Decision XXVII provided that presence at Constantinople 
prior to October 30, 1918, could be proved “by all means of 
evidence” before the Mixed Commission. The Constantinople 
Sub-Conamission, in examining the cases of Greeks of Con- 
stantinople, soon met with the opposition of the Turkish 
member to the admission of testimonial evidence. The Mixed 
Commission, when this difference was brought before it, had 
no difficulty in deciding, by the votes of the neutral members 
and the Greek delegation, that the testimony of witnesses was 
admissible in examining the question of establishment.^® 

Subsequently a policy of obstruction was followed by the 
Turkish member of the Sub-Commission of Constantinople, 
and the work of the Sub-Commission was seriously inter- 
rupted. During a period of nine months, ending January, 1928, 
20,000 cases of native Greeks of Constantinople were exam- 

loPtDc^a-Verbaux, zii, 125th meet., June 16, 1927. 

**Proote-Verbaux, xiii, I29th meet, July 25, 1927. 
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ined, all other cases being postponed. The Greek delegation 
protested against this situation, whereupon the Mixed Com- 
mission ordered the Sub-Commission to resume its work and 
to draft a plan for its work to be submitted to the Mixed 
Commission.“^ The plan was submitted to a special committee 
for consideration. This committee met to discuss it, but made 
little progress, as a number of questions of principle were 
raised and were submitted to the Legal Section. This Section, 
being unable to solve them, referred them to the general as- 
sembly of the Mixed Commission, 

The Turkish delegation had in the meantime raised ques- 
tions of interpretation of Decision XXVII. These questions 
related to the words “Greeks of Constantinople,” and “actu- 
ellement qui s’y trouvaient.” The Turkish argument was that 
the first expression meant Greeks, natives of Constantinople, 
and that the second implied that the persons were found in 
Constantinople with the intention of residing there perma- 
nently. The same delegation gave a restrictive interpretation 
to the provision concerning the entry in the civil registries of 
paragraph 4 (1) of the some decision. At Senor Rivas’s pro- 
posal, it was decided to postpone decision on these questions 
and to have the Sub-Commission of Constantinople continue 
the issue of certificates of non-exchangeability. In case of 
opposition by a member, the certificates were to be signed by 
the two other members and transmitted to the Mixed Com- 
mission, where they were to be classified according to the 
nature of the difficulty presented. When the questions of 
principle should be subsequently decided, these cases would be 
disposed of immediately. This was indeed an ingenious way 
of solving the Gordian knot which had so long obstructed the 
work of the Sub-Commission, and credit for it, as for other 
solutions, is due to the indefatigable genius of Senor Rivas 
Vicuna, 

§ 268. Greeks of Constantinople absent from the city. On 
the same date of March 19, 1927, another decision®® was 
taken by the Mixed Commission incorporating another agree- 

Proefes-Verbaux, 147th meet., January 6, 1928. 

** See infra, S 334. 
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ment between the two governments. Paragraph IV of this 
Decision XXVIII gave power to the Greek and Turkish gov- 
ernments to prohibit the return to Western Thrace and Con- 
stantinople respectively of persons who left the country 
without a regular passport. All other persons absent from 
Constantinople or Western Thrace had the 'right’ to return, 
provided they possessed the requirements for establishment 
in those regions as determined by Decision XXVII. This 
decision was against the stipulation of article 16, paragraph 2, 
of the Convention, which provided expressly that persons ex- 
empted from the exchange were free to return to their homes. 
The Turks had already at the Conference of Lausanne, at the 
discussions on the Declaration on Amnesty, shown their inten- 
tion of prohibiting the return of certain Greeks in ‘special 
cases.’ The limitation was soon forgotten, however, and fol- 
lowing the constitution of the Commission they disclosed their 
intention of forbidding reentry to Turkey to Greeks who were 
absent from Constantinople, having left with passports not 
issued by the Angora government. One of the agreements of 
Angora, as will be seen, tended to give effect to this view of 
the Turkish government, and, in view of the protests raised 
by the Greeks absent from Constantinople, the neutral mem- 
bers refused to sanction this agreement. However, after the 
new Agreement of Athens of December 1, 1926, the Commis- 
sion a dopted the agreement as to the absent Greeks of Con- 
stantinople, as is seen in another place.“ 

In order to determine the condition of Greeks of Con- 
stantinople, absent from that city, with respect to the Con- 
vention, a committee was constituted at Athens, as an agency 
subordinate to the Constantinople Sub-Commission. Members 
of this Committee were the Consul-General of Turkey at 
Piraeus and an official of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 
Greece.®* 

While Decision XXVIII, paragraph 4, granted the power 
to the Greek and Turkish governments respectively to refuse 
the ‘right’ to return to absent persons who left Western Thrace 

*»See vnjra, 1 334. 

»*Proow-Verbaux, xii, I26th meet., June 27, 1927. 
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or Constantinople without regular passports, it added that 
this did not apply to dependents of etablis present at Con- 
stantinople or Western Thrace. That is to say, the Turkish 
government could not refuse the ‘right’ to return to wives, 
minor children, or unmarried daughters whose chief of family 
was present at Constantinople, although these dependent per- 
sons had left with irregular passports. When the Greek delega- 
tion asked that this provision be executed by allowing the 
children and wives of Greeks present at Constantinople to 
come from Greece, the Turkish delegation asked in exchange 
that the children and wives present at Constantinople of 
Greeks absent from Constantinople should leave and go to 
join the heads of family in Greece. There was no warrant for 
this proposal, but the Turkish delegation tried to frame a 
clever argument on the ground of reciprocity, which convinced 
no one. However, the neutral members asked that the discus- 
sion be postponed.*® 

The very question of regularity of passports occasioned 
disagreements, the Greek delegation complaining that persons 
possessing regular passports were denied access to Turkey. 
The Mixed Commission, when the question was put before it, 
was unable to do anything but postpone it.*® 

§ 269. Minors and married women. The Commission de- 
cided that minors were considered to be persons below eighteen 
years of age.*'^ Also that ‘exchangeable’ women married to 
non-exchangeable persons after the coming into effect of the 
Convention of Lausanne were to foUow the condition of their 
husbands. However, their properties were to be liquidated, 
like those of all persons subject to exchange.*® When the 
mother was dead, the minor children and the daughters of age 
followed the condition of their father. When the father was 
dead, these persons followed their own condition. When the 
parents were divorced, the minor children followed the con- 
dition of their father in case the tribunal placed them in the 
care of the father. If the tribunal placed them in the care of 

Procfes-Verbatix, xiii, 128th meet,, July 21, 1027. 

Pioe^s-Veibaux, xiu, 120th meet,, July_26, 1027. 

Piooes-Verbaux, August 8, 1028, Demswn 46. 

Proofes-Veibaux. August 16, 1028, Decision 47. 



414 THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

the mother, they followed their personal status, and the 
mother followed their condition unless she had contracted a 
new marriage, in which case the children followed the con- 
dition of their mother, unless the tribunal placed them in the 
care of a third person by reason of the second marriage.-® 

§ 270. Case of the Greek Oecumenical Patriarch. While 
the Permanent Court of International Justice was holding 
hearings on the question of the interpretation of article 2 of 
the Convention of Lausanne, the case of the exchangeability 
or non-exchangeability of the Oecumenical Patriarch Con- 
stantine was raised before the Mixed Commission. Under date 
of December 18, 1924, the Commission received a report from 
the Sub-Commission of Constantinople concerning the then 
Metropolitan of Derkon, Constantine Arapoglou. Although it 
was admitted that Constantine came to Constantinople after 
October 30, 1918, the Greek member of the Sub-Commission 
asserted that this Metropolitan, like all Greek prelates in 
Constantinople forming the Holy Synod, was not exchange- 
able. In the meantime Metropolitan Constantine was elected 
and became Oecumenical Patriarch at Constantinople. 

The Commission, after many private discussions, adopted 
in January, 1925, a resolution in. the following terms: 

“The Mixed Commission, while noting the facts contained 
in the report of the Sixth Sub-Commission, No. 2360, dated 
December 17, 1924, in regard to the question of tho exchange- 
ability of Monseigneur Constantine Arapoglou, former Metro- 
politan of Derkon, according to which Monseigneur Constan- 
tine, having been born in Asia Minor and having gone to 
Constantinople after October 30, 1918, fulfilled in his person 
all the conditions necessary for the purpose of exchange, holds 
that it is beyond its competence to take a decision in regard 
to the case of this prelate in view of his status as a Metro- 
politan.'’ This resolution implied, as it was expressly stated, 
that the IVIixed Commission or its agencies were to take no 
subsequent action. 

asProcSs-Verbaux, Avgust 16, 1928. Deofeiov 48. 

aoproefes-Verbaux, vii, S4th meet., January 28, 1826. 
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At the hearings before the Permanent Court of Interna- 
tional Justice on the interpretation of article 2 of the Con- 
vention, Mr. Politis presented the view that, apart from any 
question of establishment at Constantinople, the prelates of 
the Orthodox Church were exempt from exchange. The Court 
excluded from its consideration the position of the Oecumeni- 
cal Patriarchate, on the ground that it was not included 
among the questions placed before it for advisory opinion. 

On January 30, 1025, two days after the Mixed Commis- 
sion took the above decision, the Turkish authorities at Con- 
stantinople ordered Monseigneur Constantine, Oecumenical 
Patriarch and Archbishop of Constantinople, to leave Con- 
stantinople, and conducted him forcibly to the frontier. The 
Greek government, considering that this action constituted a 
serious infringement of the agreement of Lausanne regarding 
the constitution of the Patriarchate and its activities, and 
likewise an infringement of article 12 of the Convention con- 
cerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations, 
brought the question before the Council of the League at its 
session in March, 1925. The Turkish government refused to be 
represented before the Council, asserting that that body was 
not competent to deal with this case. Instead, it addressed a 
letter to the Secretary-General of the League, in which it 
maintained that of the two issues raised by Greece, one, that 
of the Patriarchate, was a purely domestic matter for Turkey; 
while the other, that of the exchange of Patriarch Constantine, 
was properly a matter for the Mixed Commission, which had 
already taken a decision in effect permitting the Turkish gov- 
ernment to expel Monseigneur Constantine.®^ 

At the meeting of the Coimcil, on March 14, 1924, Mr. 
Caclamanos, the Greek representative, argued that the main- 
tenance of the Patriarchate was by no means a domestic 
question for Turkey, in view of the discussions at the Confer- 
ence of Lausanne and the solemn undertaking pronounced by 
Ismet Pasha at that Conference.®® He also argued that the 
Mixed Conomission by its decision of January 28, 1925, so far 

League of Nations, Offioial Joiemal, April, 1926, pp. 678-581. 

**See p. 344, mpfa 
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from permitting the Turkish government to expel Monseig- 
neur Constantine, had declared itself incompetent to deal 
with his case, thus indicating its desire to have the question 
submitted to another jurisdiction. And the only proper juris- 
diction in this case was the Council of the League of Nations, 
an organ qualified to supervise the execution of international 
engagements.®® 

The Council decided, after a report by Viscount Ishii, to 
request the Permanent Court of International Justice to give 
an advisory opinion on the foEowing question; 

“Do the objections to the competence of the Council raised 
by the Turkish Government in its letter of March 1st, which 
is communicated to the court, preclude the Council from being 
competent in the matter brought before it by the Greek Gov- 
ernment by its telegram to the Secretary-General dated Feb- 
ruary 11, 1925?” 

§ 271. Exemption of members of the Holy Synod. At the 
same time the Council expressed the hope that it would be 
possible for the question at issue to be settled by private 
negotiation. This hope was realized, and the Court was in- 
formed that it was no longer necessary for the CouncE to ask 
the Court to give the opinion contemplated by the previous 
resolution. The agreement arrived at was the following. The 
Turkish representative on the Mixed Commission in a letter 
addressed to it, a copy of which was handed to the President 
of the Greek delegation on the Commission, declared that he 
withdrew definitely the files relating to the exchangeability of 
the members of the Holy Synod. At the same time, the Oecu- 
menical Patriarch Constantine having abdicated, the Holy 
Synod was to proceed with the election of a new Patriarch.®^ 
In other words, the Turkish government obtained the benefit 
of the fait accompli in connection with Monseigneur Con- 
stantine, and admitted that the Greek prelates, members of 
the Holy Synod, were not to be exchanged. 

«« League ol Nations, Oj^etal Joumnl, April, 1925, pp. 482-484. See also the 
meroomndum of protest of Patriarch Constantine, League of Nations, Doe. 
C.129.1025,VII ; and Memorandum of the Greek Government, dated Match, 
14, 1925, in League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1925, pp. 637-639 

**See League of Nations, Official Jounutl, July, 1926, pp. 854, 895. 



EXEMPT PERSONS 


417 


i 272. Communities exempted from the Exchange. Since 
the Greek inhabitants of the district of Constantinople and 
the Moslems of Western Thrace were exempted from the ex- 
change, it follows that the communities (including schools, 
churches, foundations, hospitals, etc.) of these people were not 
included in the exchange and that consequently their property 
rights were not affected. However, the Convention contained a 
provision which to a certain extent subjected some institutions 
of these communities to the exchange. This provision is the 
sccoml paragraph of article 9, reading as follows; 

"Property situated in the districts to which the compulsory 
exchange applies and belonging to religious or benevolent in- 
stitutions of the communities established in a district to which 
the exchange does not apply, shall likewise be liquidated under 
the same conditions.” 

The second paragraph of article 9 was inserted at the pro- 
posal of the Turkish delegates at the Conference of Laus- 
anne.®“ The Greek delegation at first refused to accept this 
provision, declaring that persons not subject to exchange 
ought not to be affected in their rights, and that the exchange 
concerned persons and not properties. Chukri Bey replied that 
such properties would give cause to conflicts, and that the 
communities would have great difficulty in collecting the rev- 
enues of these properties. This indicated an intention on the 
part of the Turkish government to subject the persons ex- 
empted from the exchange to the restrictive measures taken 
against them later, although the opposite was declared in 
article 16. The Italian delegate, Mr. Galli, brought this out 
when he asked what were the difficulties that the communities 
would meet, since free enjoyment of their liberties and of their 
rights of property was guaranteed to persons exempted from 
the exchange, Riza Nour Bey replied evasively that "the 
exchange ought to put an end to aU possibihties of diffi- 
culties,” and he added, a little bluntly, that "there was a situa- 
tion of fact, and his proposal was solely inspired by the well 
understood interest of the communities.” The Greek delega- 

Bis Coiif^rence de Lausanne, Eecueil des aotes, premiere s^ie, i, p. 683. 

^^Ibid, p. 584. See declaration to the same effect by Riza Nour Bey, 
/bid., p. 597. 
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tion eventually had to yield to the demand of the Turks, in 
order to obtain concessions on other points from the Turkish 
delegation 

§ 273. Inhabitants of the islands of Imbros and Tenedos. 
Besides the Greeks of Constantinople, there was another cate- 
gory of Greeks who were not subject to the compulsory ex- 
change. These were the Greek inhabitants of the islands of 
Imbros and Tenedos, the two islands at the mouth of the 
Dardanelles which had been under the military occupation of 
Greece since 1912 and were returned to Turkey under the 
Peace Treaty of Lausanne. The exemption of these Greeks 
from the exchange was based not on the Convention concern- 
ing the Exchange, but on article 14, paragraph 2 of the Treaty 
of Lausanne, which provided as follows; “The stipulations 
entered into or to be entered between Greece and Turkey 
concerning the exchange of Greek and Turkish populations 
shall not be applicable to the inhabitants of the islands of 
Imbros and Tenedos.” 

A number of the inhabitants of these islands, temporarily 
residing abroad, were forbidden to return to their homes by 
the Turkish authorities. They applied to the Mixed Commis- 
sion, requesting its intervention in their favor. However, the 
competence of the Commission to deal with these persons was 
challenged by the Turkish delegation, in view of the fact that 
the Convention concerning the Exchange and creating the 
Commission did not mention the inhabitants of Imbros and 
Tenedos.*® The Turkish position was undoubtedly sound. In 
prohibiting the return of these persons, Turkey may have 
been violating the Declaration on Amnesty signed at Lau- 
sanne, but this was not a matter for the cognizance of the 
Mixed Commission. 

At the census taken by the Turkish government on October 
28, 1927, the population of these islands was found to be as 
follows; Imbros, 6762 inhabitairts, of whom 3098 were males 
and 3664 females; Tenedos, 1631 inhabitants, of whom 763 
were males and 868 females. Almost the entire population of 

p. 626. 

Procefr-Verbavoc, iii, 46th, meet., April 1, 1924; x, llOtsh meet, J\me 17, 
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Imbros and the great majority of Tenedos is Greek. The 
above figures show that in 1927 the male population was 
found to be depleted in both islands. 

The first paragraph of article 14 of the Treaty of Lausanne 
provided for a special administrative organization of these 
islands in order to insure local administration to the indige- 
nous population. 

§274. Obligatory character of the non-exchangeability. 
A Greek established in Constantinople raised what was termed 
“the question of the optional or obligatory character of the 
non-exchangeability” of the persons dealt with in article 2 of 
the Convention, He requested of the Constantinople Sub- 
Commission to be included in the exchange and to be granted 
a passport of exchangeability. His case was discussed by the 
Legal Section of the Mixed Commission, and it was unani- 
mously decided that “the non-exchangeability provided for in 
article 2 of the Convention constituted an obhgation for the 
persons dealt with in article 2 which they could not dispense 
With.” The terms of this decision are manifestly wrong, 
although the decision in substance is correct. It should simply 
have been said that the Sub-Commission of Constantinople 
had no power to consider as exchangeable a person exempted 
from exchange by virtue of article 2 of the Convention and 
to grant him a passport to go to Greece. Instructions to this 
effect were subsequently sent to the Sub-Commission.'*® 

SB Pioofes-Veibaux, ix, 106tb meet , Maich 27, 1926. 

*0 Pjocfea-Veibaux, ix, 107th meet, April 18, 1926. 
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§ 275. The plan of evacuation. The Convention concern- 
ing the Exchange of Populations provided that the com- 
pulsory exchange was to take place “as from 1st May, 1923." 
In view of the fact that the Treaty of Peace was not signed 
until July, 1923, and that the Mixed Commission was con- 
stituted and met for the first time on October 8, 1923, the two 
governments agreed that the exchange was to take place as 
from May 1, 1924. The Mixed Commission thus had a period 
of seven months to prepare for the transfer of populations in 
accordance with the Convention. 

Even before the constitution of the Commission, the two 
governments had entered into an agreement for the immediate 
exchange of 8000 Greeks gathered in Samsun against an equal 
numbers of Moslems of the island of Lesbos. This agreement 
was communicated to the Commission.^ The Greeks left 

iProc^Verbaux, i, 1st and 2d meets., October 8 and 9, 1923. 
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Samsun in the middle of November, 1923, and the Turks 
left Lesbos a little later. 

As soon as it was constituted, the Mixed Commission, 
through a committee of its own, determined the methods of 
removal of the exchanged populations with a view to render- 
ing the emigration as little onerous as possible to the per- 
sons concerned. 

In accordance with article 16, paragraph 1, of the Con- 
vention, a plan of evacuation was adopted in advance by the 
Commission, with the agreement of the two governments, 
fixing the date on which each region in Greece and Turkey 
was to be evacuated by the persons subject to exchange and 
the ports in which these persona were to gather for the pur- 
pose of being transported to the country of their destination. 
The government of that country provided the ships necessary 
for the transportation of the emigrants and worked out its 
own programme with respect to the places to which these 
persons were to be transported and settled. 

Emigrants were required to file a declaration describing 
the immovable property left behind which was to be liqui- 
dated by the Commission. Blanks were distributed to the 
emigrants in their place of residence. They filled them in 
and handed them to the Sub-Commissions at the ports where 
they boarded the steamers. A duplicate of the declaration was 
retained by the emigrant in order to facilitate his settlement 
in the new country.® Similar forms were distributed to former 
emigrants or refugees in Greece and Turkey. 

Although the desire was to adapt the plan of evacuation 
to the plan of settlement, so that, for instance, the Moslems 
transported from Greece could find the houses evacuated by 
the Greeks in Turkey ready for their settlement, conflicts be- 
tween these plans and complications in the settlement of 
emigrants arose. 

§ 276. Supervision of the departure of emigrants. Accord- 
ing to the plan of evacuation, the persons subject to exchange 
were required to leave their homes at the time appointed for 
each district and concentrate in the port where they were to 

® Proofes-VerbaiK, i, 7th meet., October 20, 1923. 
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board the steamer for their transportation to the country to 
which they were nationally akin. For the purpose of supervis- 
ing this departure of emigrants from their homes, a number 
of Sub-Commissions were created by the Mixed Commission.® 
They organized auxiliary committees from among the emi- 
grants themselves for the purpose of insuring the distribution 
of food and other supplies to emigrants and of assisting in 
their concentration in the ports. 

The Turkish government had insisted for some time on 
appointing special committees of its own for the purpose of 
assisting the emigrants in the ports of Saloniki, Kavala, and 
Candia. These committees, while receiving orders from the 
Turkish government, were supposed to be under the direction 
of the local Sub-Commissions. In fact they proved unable to 
cooperate with the Sub-Commissions and had to be dissolved. 

Persons desirous of emigrating separately and at their own 
expense were given permits by the Sub-Commission to leave 
the country. But no permission was given to emigrants to go 
temporarily to the country of destination with the view of 
making preparations for their settlement, as was done in the 
case of the Greeo-Bulgarian emigration. All persons depart- 
ing under the Convention were provided with passports by the 
competent Sub-Commission. 

The departure of emigrants from the ports of concentra- 
tion was further assisted by the delegations of the Greek Red 
Cross and the Turkish Red Crescent. The sanitary conditions 
of the large numbers of persons concentrated in the ports 
inspired at times serious fears of diseases, and the efforts of 
the local authorities and these national organizations were 
greatly aided by the International League of Red Cross 
Societies. 

§277. Transportation. The two governments contracted 
with shipowners for the transportation of the exchanged 
people, and were supposed to place at the disposal of the 
Commission a sufficient number of steamers for the people 
gathered at each port. These ports were, for Greece, Saloniki, 

‘The number and constitution of Sub-Commissiona are considered supra, 
pp, 369-370, 
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Volo, and Kavala in Continental Greece, and Candia and 
Rethymno in Crete; for Turkey, Smyrna, Mersina, Chataldja, 
Constantinople, and Samsun. The steamers were often late in 
coming, and hardships resulted for the persons gathered in the 
ports. They had to be provided with food and shelter in public 
buildings and tents in open places. 

The expenses of transportation were as a rule paid by 
the emigrants themselves. Certain reductions were allowed on 
the state railways of the two countries. The steamer passage 
of indigent persons, to a certain proportion (10% or 15%) 
on the number of persons exchanged from each region, was 
paid by the Mixed Commission.^ 

§ 278. Exemption for taxes and custom duties. The Con- 
vention provided, in article 8, that emigrants should be free 
to take away with them or to arrange for the transport of 
their movable property of every kind, without being liable 
on this account to the payment of any export or import duty 
or any other tax. This stipulation was sweeping and caused 
no diflfioulties of interpretation. 

Article 16 of the same Convention prescribed that the two 
governments were not to impose on emigrants who had left, 
or were to leave, their territories any special taxes or dues. 
The question arose what was to be considered a ‘special tax.' 
The Greek member of the Commission, Mr. Papas, thought 
that any tax that did not enter into the usual budget of a state 
and was hmited from the point of view of time was a ‘special 
tax.’ He asserted that the tax on capital in Greece and the tax 
on war profits in Turkey were such taxes. Tevfic Ruchdi Bey 
objected that the tax on war profits was not a ‘special tax.' ® 
This theoretical disagreement does not seem to have caused 
any practical difficulties, mainly because most of the Greeks 
who might be liable to payment of the tax on war profits, 
had already left the Turkish territory. 

With regard to the collection of other taxes, the Com- 
mission decided in November, 1923, that any collection of 
taxes should be put off until the Commission should take a 

‘Decision No. IV of the Commission, October 26, 1923; Procfes-Verbaux, 
i, 28th meet., December 29, 1923. 

®Proots-Verbaux, i, 20th meet., November 27, 1923. 
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general decision on the matter. This decision was not entirely 
carried out. The neutral members of the Commission made 
various proposals with respect to taxes, which were opposed 
by the Turkish delegation. At last, by a decision taken on 
December 29, 1923,® the Commission proposed to the two 
governments to suspend all collection of direct taxes due by 
the persons subject to exchange; if the two governments 
would not agree to cancel definitely these taxes in favor of 
the emigrants, they might present the lists of the taxes owed 
by the emigrants to the Mixed Commission at the time of 
the final liquidation. This proposal was accepted by the two 
governments, which undertook to claim recovery of the taxes 
at the final liquidation.'^ This suspension was extended later 
to indirect taxes and those owed to the districts or communes 
as well as to those due to the state.® 

§ 279. Other exemptions. The Greek delegation at an 
early date proposed that all pecuniary penalties or fines 
against persons subject to exchange should be counterbalanced 
by the sums due to the persons against whom such fines were 
assessed by the government of their country of origm. The 
Turkish government signified its assent to this proposal in 
April, 1924.® 

Greece from the time of the constitution of the Commis- 
sion decided to exempt Moslems subject to exchange from 
military service. On the request of the Mixed Commission, 
Turkey reciprocated by taking a similar measure in March, 
1924 . 1 ® 

§280. Early departure of Moslems from Greece. Al- 
though the Convention provided that the compulsory ex- 
change was to take place as from the first of May, 1923, and 
this was later altered by agreement to May, 1924, the de- 
parture of emigrants began much earlier. The Greek govern- 
ment desired to accelerate the departure of the Moslems from 
Greece, pressed as it was with the question of sheltering more 

•Decision No. XIV, taken at the 28lh meeting of the Commission. 

^ Proo&s-Verbaux, ii, 36th meet, Febiuary 12, 1924. 

• Prooes-Verbaus, iii, 44th meet., Maich 18, 1924. 

® Proefcs-V eibaux, iv, 48th meet., April 11, 1924. 

loprocra-VorbavBt, ifi, 45th meet,, Marhh 25, 1924. 
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than a million homeless refugees. The Turkish government 
was also eager to settle the Moslems of Greece upon the lands 
left by the refugees, so that crops could be obtained in 1924. 
It was agreed, therefore, that the Moslem population of cer- 
tain regions in Greece should depart before May, 1924. These 
regions were Eastern Macedonia (Drama, Kavala, Sari- 
Chaban, Pravista) and the island of Crete, Sixty Moslem 
families of Larissa in Thessaly and the floating population 
concentrated at the time in Saloniki wore also included in 
these early removals.^^ These Moslems who were to leave 
Greece before May, 1924, amounted to about 150,000. 

In the meantime the Greek authorities were proceeding 
with the settlement of more than a million refugees. They 
were compelled to seek shelter for them in the towns and 
villages of Macedonia and in the homes of Greek as well as 
Moslem natives. Naturally, placing under the same roof 
Turks native to Greece and Greeks driven out from Turkey 
did not conduce to peaceful cohabitation. In some places the 
Moslems preferred to take away their property and leave their 
homes. These people came together in Saloniki with the hope 
of departing for Turkey. By the end of October, 1923, more 
than 20,000 Moslems had thus gathered in Saloniki. On the 
other hand, the Moslems of Sari-Chaban in Eastern Mace- 
donia, under the instigation of two former Moslem deputies 
in the Greek National Assembly, attacked the refugees and 
expelled them from their homes.^® 

These events created a situation ill adapted to the orderly 
exchange of the populations. The Greek government dis- 
patched to Macedonia Mr. Canaghini, a member of the Greek 
delgation on the Mixed Commission, to ameliorate the hous- 
ing conditions of Moslems who were not to leave Greece 
before May, 1924. In the meantime also Sub-Commissions 
were created and sent to various regions. By the middle of 
December the Sub-Commissions reported that the local au- 
thorities were doing everything in their power to faciUtate 
their task. Tevflc Ruchdi Bey himself admitted that the 

Proces-Verbaux, i, 7th meet , October 20, 1923. 

Procls-Vorbaux, i, 24th meet., December 14, 1923. 
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Turkish members of the Sub-Commissions of Drama, Kavala 
and Canea assured him of the satisfactory situation in their 
regions.^® This time a mixed delegation of the Commission 
was dispatched to Macedonia to visit certain localities where 
there were great numbers of Moslem inhabitants in order to 
find out whether a partial removal could not be made with 
a view to improve the housing conditions of the other 
Moslems.^* 

The mixed delegation of the Commission, consisting of a 
neutral member, Mr. Ekstrand, a Greek, Mr. Pallis, and a 
Turk, Hamdi Bey, investigated conditions in Saloniki and 
in Western Macedonia (Florhia, Kozani, Kailar, etc.) from 
December 13 to 20, 1923.^® The report of the delegation 
brought out the fact that the removal from Saloniki had not 
been made so speedily as it should have been, by reason of 
delays in the arrival of the Turkish steamers. On the other 
hand, the delegation proposed that 50,000 Moslems should 
depart immediately from Western Macedonia in order to im- 
prove the situation of the remaining Moslems. 

The report also disclosed that the distribution of lodgings 
between the Greeks and the Moslems did not conform to the 
Convention. A more equitable distribution in favor of the 
Moslems was considered possible. Moreover, the restitution of 
the requisitioned property of Moslems or payment for the 
same was found to be far from complete. 

§ 281. Early departure of Greeks from Turkey. With the 
exception of 2500 Greeks concentrated in Samsun, it was 
originally decided that the Greeks should not leave Turkey 
before May, 1924. But in the late fall of 1923 it appeared 
that their situation in Asia Minor was becoming very precari- 
ous. Mr, Jackwith of the Near East Relief, in a report to 
Mr. Widding, neutral member of the Commission, reported 
that the Greeks driven to the ports of Asia Minor were in 
danger of suffering decimation during the winter from epi- 
demics and starvation. Worse still was the situation of tbe 

la Prooes-VerbaTuc, i, 24th meet., December 14, 1923. 

ProoSe-Veibaux, i, 18th meet., November 21, 1023. 

Proote-Veibamc, i, 28th meet., December 29, 1923, and annex. 
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Greeks of C/ilicia. The Greek dclegalion asked thali Sub- 
Coiemissions be dispatched to the regions of Samsun and 
Sm3Tna to study the situation and advise the Commission 
as to the necessity of removing these populations,^® These 
Sub-Commissions were also to appraise and liquidate the 
movable property of Greek emigrants left in Turkey in their 
precipitate flight, which was in the meantime being sold by 
the Turkish authorities. 

The Commission decided then to appoint three Sub-Com- 
missions in Turkey, at Samsun, Smyrna, and Constantinople, 
to prepare for the work of exchange, and to send a mixed 
delegation of the Commission which was to get into touch 
with the Angora government, it being considered impossible 
to investigate directly the condition of the Greek population 
in Turkey in view of the great distances. 

This delegation, consisting of the President of the Mixed 
Commission, General de Lara, and of the Presidents of the 
Greek and Turkish delegations, Mr. Papas and Tevfic Ruchdi 
Bey, spent about a month and a half in Turkey, going to 
Angora by way of Constantinople and returning by way of 
Smyrna. It succeeded in obtaining the agreement of the Turk- 
ish government on certain pending major questions.^'^ Among 
other points, an agreement was made for the partial evacua- 
tion before May 1, 1924, of the Moslems from Western 
Macedonia, as had been proposed by Mr, Ekstrand's delega- 
tion which had visited that region. This evacuation was to be 
simultaneous with the departure of 1500 Greeks from Trebi- 
zond and 16,000 Greeks from Chataldja. 

§ 282. The hastening of the departure. By the end of 
January, 1924, 63,000 out of the 150,000 Moslems who were 
to leave Greece, according to the agreement between the two 
governments, before May 1, 1924, had been sent to Turkey. 
As more than 100,000 were still to leave before the above date, 
and an additional 50,000 were to be removed from Western 
Macedonia, the Mixed Commission considered the plan of 

Proofes-Vei'baux, i, 17th meet., November 16 and 17, 1923. See also 
Bimex to 22d meet., December 7, 1923. 

Proofes-Veibaux, ii, 36th meet., February 12, 1924. 
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using the railway aiid making caravans of refugees, since the 
steamers were not suflicient to transport all the emigrants.^® 
Removal by railway began in February, 1924, the Greek gov- 
ernment granting a 30% reduction on fares. 

The evacuation of Western Macedonia began on March 1, 
1924, after a plan of evacuation was adopted by the Mixed 
Commission.^® About the same time the Moslems of the Greek 
islands were sent to Turkey under the supervision of the Sub- 
Commission of Crete, which had completed the evacuation of 
that island.®® The Turkish delegation now seemed determined 
to hasten the evacuation even of regions where the condition 
of the Moslems had not given room for any complaints. Thus, 
at its pressing demand, the Mixed Commission decided to re- 
move before May 1, 1924, the Moslems of Thessaly, including 
the city of Elasson, and of the cities of Janina and Prevesa 
in Epirus.®^ 

Although it was originally decided that the removal of the 
remaining Greeks in Turkey should not begin until after May 
1, 1924, in fact several partial removals were made from 
December, 1923, on. Greeks from the interior of Asia Minor 
moved in hundreds towards the ports of the Black Sea, Sam- 
sun and Trebizond, and towards Mersina on the Ciheian coast, 
and they were in such a condition of destitution that they 
had to be sent to Greece. 

§ 283. Difficulties in the departure. The partial exchange 
of Moslems from Greece began by the middle of November, 
1923. The difficulties caused by the concentration of Moslems 
in the port of Saloniki were emphasized by the arrival of 
great numbers of Moslems, Jugoslav subjects, who were at- 
tracted by the current of emigration to Turkey and by the 
hope of getting lands left by the Greek refugees. At one time 
the number of these Jugoslav Moslems exceeded the number 
of Moslems from Greece concentrated in Saloniki. The Turk- 
ish government had ordered the masters of the Turkish steam- 

18 Proo^Verbaux, iij 35th meet., February 7, 1024. 

18 Procfe-Voibaux, iii, 38th meet., Febimry 20, 1924 ; 39th meet., February 
22, 1924. 

aoProcte-Verbaux, hi, 38th meet, February 20, 1924. 

*1 ProeSe-Verbaux, iii, 40th meet., February 2^ 1024. 
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ers not to talce on board Jugoslav Moslems, while the govern- 
ment of Belgrade was asked to forbid the exodus of Moslems 
towards Saloniki.^® As the Moslems continued to emigrate 
from Jugoslavia, the Commission was obliged to address a 
communication to the League of Nations.®® 

It was planned that 150,000 Moslems should leave Greece 
before May, 1924. The evacuation at first was made under 
such satisfactory conditions and with such remarkable co- 
operation of local authorities that the Mixed Commission 
entertained a proposition of the neutral members to thank 
the local authorities and the government. Later the occupa- 
tion of Moslem houses by refugees caused the Moslems to 
leave their homes and hurry to Saloniki in order to reach 
Turkey as early as possible. It was then supposed that the 
above number of 150,000 might be exceeded. The Turkish 
delegation even in December threatened that exceptional 
measures would bo taken against the Greeks of Constantinople 
for the purpose of housing the Moslem emigrants. 

In the meantime the condition of the Greeks remaining 
in Turkey was most precarious. In the ports of the Black Sea 
and of Cilicia they were reduced to a state of extreme misery.®® 
Many were detained in the interior of Asia Minor. Their 
movable property was being confiscated. They were made to 
travel barefoot and starving in the depth of winter for many 
miles to reach the ports specified for their departure, and then 
were ordered back again to their villages, where all their 
property had vanished meantime. Although whole regions 
were available for the settlement of the Moslem emigrants 
coming from Greece, these were settled in villages, towns, and 
homes where Greeks still lived.®® 

Persons subject to exchange were sometimes victims of 
attacks in the territories of the two countries. The Mixed 
Commission considering that it had the duty to look after 

2* ProoSs-Vei’baux, i, 22d meet., December 7 , 1923. 

53 Prools-Veibaux, i, 24th meet., December 14, 1923. 

54 Proees-Verbaux, i, 24th meet., December 14, 1923. 

26 Annex to the above meeting. 

s9See also the atuation of Greeks in Meisma in Proces-Veibanx, hi, 41st 
meet., March 10, 1924 ; 42d meet., March 11. 1924, 43d meet, March 17, 
1924; 47th meet., April 4, 1924. 
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their security, adopted a resolution and transmitted it to the 
two governments to the effect that persons suffering damage 
by attacks within their territories should be indemnified.®'' 

§ 284. Final plan of departure. By May 1, 1924, the partial 
exchange carried out between the two countries had led to the 
following results: 185,278 Moslems had left Greece and 15,445 
(as of May 9) Greeks had left Turkey. 

On May 9 the Commission adopted the final plan of de- 
parture for Greece and Turkey. The Moslems in Greece to 
leave the country in the months of May, June, and July 
amounted to about 150,000. The departure of the remaining 
Greeks in Asia Minor was to be completed by the end of 
October, 1924. Their number, excluding the exchangeable 
Greeks concentrated in Constantinople, did not exceed 125,000. 
Most of the Greeks had already reached Greece as refu- 
gees. Those remaining in Turkey were dispersed in the in- 
terior of Asia Minor, and their concentration, in view of the 
distances and the lack of communications, required a long 
period.®® 

§ 285. Disorderly removal of Greeks from Turkey. The 
removal of the Greeks from Asia Minor did not take the 
orderly character which marked the departure of the Moslems 
of Greece. As the Sub-Comm^ions of Mersina and Samsun 
reported to the Mixed Commission,®® the Turkish authorities, 
including higher authorities, such as governors of districts, 
either issued orders for the immediate and precipitate de- 
parture of the Greeks, or prevented the departure of Greeks 
ordered by the Sub-Commissions when these Greeks were 
employed on public works, such as road-building, and it was 
intended to profit by their services. The orders for immediate 
departure tended to compel the Greeks to leave behind them 
their movable property. Moreover, they were not admitted 
to the courts to collect their debts. If they were absent from 
their homes, although still in Turkish territory, their movable 

Proefes-'Verbaux, iv, 48th meet, April U, 1924; 49th meet., April 17, 

1924. 

“Procfea-Verbaire, iv, 52d meet, May 9, 1924, 

s*Proc&»-Verba«x, iv, 53d meet., May 16, 1924, and annex 3; also 64th 
meet., May 21, 1924. 
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property was often subject to seizure by the application of the 
Law of Abandoned Property, notwithstanding Decision XV 
of the Mixed Coniraission, which specifically aimed to render 
impossible such seizures.'" Thus the Greeks who left Asia 
Minor after the constitution ol the Mixed Commission car- 
ried with them little more than the destitute refugees that 
swarmed into Greece in the last months of 1922. 

After the Mixed Commission transferred its seat to Con- 
stantinople in July, 1924, it was nearer to these people; yet 
the plan of evacuation by the Sub-Commissions was not 
carried out, wholesale removals of Greeks continuing. In the 
villages of the region of Makrikeoy, outside Constantinople, 
the homes of Greeks were occupied for the settlement of Turks 
coming from Greece, and the Greek inhabitants had to seek 
shelter in schools and churches. Settlement of refugees in 
Moslem houses in Greece certainly took place, but only in the 
first part of 1923, before the Convention came into force and 
the Commission was constituted. When the Commission took 
the decision that no requisitions or occupations were to be 
allowed after October 7, 1923, the refugees were allowed to 
spend the winter under tents and in sheds. The Turkish dele- 
gation, in reply to the complaints of the Greek delegation that 
the Convention and the decisions of the Commission were 
being violated, declared that it was just that the Greeks should 
not suffer; but that the Turks coming from Greece should 
also not suffer, and that the evil should be shared. The neutral 
members, as usual, desisted from taking part in the discussion 
and tried diplomatically to smooth things over.®^ This en- 
couraged the Turks to such a degree that the neutral 
members had soon to feel the consequences of their lack of 
courage. 

On July 19, 1924, the President of the Mixed Commission, 
Mr. Ekstrand, on being advised that certain inhabitants of 
Pendik, a suburb of Constantinople, had received the order to 
leave, made the following communication, as it appears from 
the minutes of the Commission: 

Taken on March 25, 1924 

Procfea-Veibaux, v, 60th meet., July 19, 1924, 

»* Proofee-Verbaux, v, 60tii meet., July 19, 1024. 
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to the return of these persons to Mersina, “as this would 
amount to a reproach against the local government, which the 
Turkish delegation would never accept.” Thus, for the sake 
of saving the local authorities from a reproach, tho Mixed 
Commission was receiving a slap in the face. It was even 
^own by the neutral members that, in the case of one of the 
above ladies, the Turkish delegation had explicitly promised 
that she should not be disturbed pending the examination of 
her case by the Mixed Commission. Invited by the neutral 
members to make good its promise by insuring the return of 
Lady Ehnadjoglou to Mersina, the Turkish delegation evaded 
an answer.®^ 

§ 286. Able-bodied Greeks detained in Turkey. Article 4 
of the Convention provided that aU able-bodied men belong- 
ing to the Greek population whose families had already left 
the Turkish territory and who were detained in Turkey were 
to constitute the first instalment of Greeks sent to Greece 
under the Convention. The Protocol annexed to the Conven- 
tion also contained a promise to release such able-bodied men 
on the signature of the Treaty of Peace and to provide for 
their departure. The Treaty of Peace was signed July 24, 1928, 
but the Greeks above referred to had not been set free to go 
to Greece at the time the Mixed Commission met for the 
first time, in October, 1923. 

When asked by the President of the Greek delegation on 
the Commission to inform the Commission concerning these 
Greeks, Tevfic Ruchdi Bey declared that the Turkish govern- 
ment was ready to surrender these persons and that they were 
at the time concentrated at Smyrna. The Commission asked 
that the persons in question be released immediately,®® At 
the end of October they were not yet released, and Tevfic 
Ruchdi Bey gave assurances that Ikey were being concen- 
trated at Smyrna. In the meantime a delegation of the Greek 
Red Cross in Smyrna reported that these Greeks were suSct- 
ing many hardships, and that only 100 persons were con- 
centrated in Smyrna, out of 2500 detained there in the month 

‘^Ffoc^Verbauit, x, 109Ux meel:., June 5, 1926, 

** Proo^Verbftux, x, llOth meet., June 17, 1026. 

Proofes-Verbaux, i, 2d meet., Ortober 9, 1023. 
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of September, the remainder having been dispersed in the 
interior of Asia Minor and subjected to forced work. 

In view of this situation, the Greek delegation proposed 
to consider tho Protocol as obsolete and non-existing, since it 
had not boon executed, and to apply instead with regard to 
the persons in question the provisions of article 4 of the 
Convention, In such a case the Commission was to undertake 
to supervise their departure from Turkey. The neutral mem- 
bers of the Commission suggested that a Sub-Commission be 
sent to Sm3rrna to supervise the departure of the detained 
able-bodied Greeks. This Tevfie Ruchdi Bey opposed vigor- 
ously, giving the assurance that in two weeks they would be 
surrendered; at the next meeting, however, he declared that 
the men were not released because the Convention was not yet 
being executed in Greece.®’ He also maintained the curious 
position that the detained persons in question were not in- 
cluded among the persons dealt with by the Convention, and 
that, since the Greek delegation considered the Protocol obso- 
lete, the Commission had nothing to do with these persons, 
who could be released by the Turkish government whenever 
it thought fit to do so. 

At the visit of the three Presidents to Angora in January, 
1024, this question was solved, the Turkish government con- 
senting to release immediately the able-bodied Greeks detained 
in Smyrna and in the interior. 

§ 287. Was the exchange compulsory on the two govern- 
ments? The exchange of Moslem and Greek minorities was 
to be compulsory, as the first article of the Convention pro- 
vided. Compulsory for whom? For the population to be 
exchanged or for the governments? Were the two governments 
compelled to cause the departure of all persons subject to ex- 
change according to the Convention, or was it simply that 
the persons in question were compelled to leave if the two 
governments so ordered? Could one of the two governments, 
of its own wiU, exempt certain persons from the exchange and 
permit them to stay in its territory if they wished? 

*«Proo^-Verbaux, i, IStli meet,, October 31, 1928. 

®^Proo^s-Verbaux, i, 14th meet., November 2, 1923. 
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The question of interpretation of the Convention in this 
regard arose in connection with the gypsies in Macedonia, 
whom the Greek authorities were willing to exempt from the 
exchange.®® It was argued by the Greek delegation that 
the Convention was not meant to compel the two govern- 
ments to exehange the two minorities, but only to give the 
right to each government to compel the departure of the 
minority. 

This interpretation finds support in several provisions 
of the Convention. Thus, the second paragraph of article 1 
stipulated that the persons exchanged were not to return to 
live in the country from which they departed without the 
authorization of the government of that country. This clearly 
gave each government the power to receive again the popula- 
tion that left its territory, and indicates that, ultimately, it 
rested with the power of each government to permit persons 
subject to exchange to remain in the country. 

This question was referred to the Legal Section of the 
Mixed Commission, which, however, hopelessly confused the 
question of the interpretation of the Convention with that of 
its modification.®® The neutral members as well as the Turk- 
ish delegation contended that any exception to the rules pre- 
scribed by the Convention was not possible except by agree- 
ment of the two countries approved by the Mixed Commis- 
sion, The Greek delegation maintained that the question was 
not of an exception to the Convention, but an exception to 
the exchange, which might be in the power of either govern- 
ment if the word ‘compulsory’ was interpreted as referring 
to the population and not to the two governments. The Legal 
Section was again invited to interpret the word ‘compulsory,’ 
but no decision was ever reached. As in many other matters 
the passage of time deprived the question of a decision of all 
practical intci’est. The larger part of the gypsies had ulti- 
mately to leave Macedonia. The Greek government appears 
to have excepted from the exchange, of its own initiative, and 

®*Proofes-VerbaTU, ii, 33d meet., January 29, 1924 

^'^Praefes-VerbaTK, ii, 36th meet., February 13, 1924; lii, 41a(. meet., March 
7, 1924. 
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by miiiislerial orders, Moslems to whom it felt a moral obliga- 
tion on account of services rendered to Hellenism in the past.'*” 

§ 288. Exchange of non-military prisoners. Article 6 of 
the Convention provided that prisoners in the two countries 
were also to be included in the exchange whenever they 
belonged to the two minorities concerned. Persons who had 
received a definite sentence of imprisonment, or a sentence 
which was not yet final at the time the Convention was signed, 
or persons against whom criminal proceedings had been begun, 
were to be handed over by the authorities of the prosecuting 
country to the authorities of the country to which they were 
going, in order that they might serve their sentence or be 
brought to trial m the latter country. 

Greece passed a law on December 15, 1923, providing that 
Moslem prisoners subject to exchange were to be handed over 
to the Mixed Commission.''^ The Turkish delegation asked 
that prisoners be sent to Turkey at the same time as all other 
Moslems of the same region. It was pointed out that this could 
not be done, as the handing over of prisoners necessitated a 
special agreement between the two governments, the fulfil- 
ment of certain formalities, communication of court files, etc. 

Early in the year 1924, the Commission addressed a note 
to the two governments asking them to organize the concen- 
tration of the prisoners in certain ports and to communicate 
to it complete lists with appropriate data.''^ This was done, 
and in June, 1924, the two governments delivered to the 
competent Sub-Commissions the prisoners for their trans- 
portation.*® 

§ 289. Statistics of emigrants transferred under the aus- 
pices of the Commission. The statistical data collected by 
the Mixed Commission give the following figures for Greeks 
who were transferred to Greece in the years 1923, 1924, 1925, 
and 1926 as subject to the exchange: 

Bee, for instance, the case of the Moslem Hafniij A. 0., in tlie Greek 
legal periodical “Themis,” 1930, p. 74. 

Prools-Verbaux, ii, 29tli meet., Jamiary 4, 1924- 

«Proces-Verbaux, ii, 33d meet., January 29, 1924; 36th meet., February 7, 
1924. 

« Proc^s-Verbaus, iv, 56th meet., June 12, 1924. 
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Through tho care of tho Sub-Commission of Con- 
stantinoplo : 

In 1024 92,843 

" 1925 3,165 

“ 1026 1,943 

07,961 


Through the care of the Sub-Commission of Samaun; 

In 1924 38,164 

Through (he care of the Sub-Commission of Mersina : 

In 1924 49,643 

“ 1926 181 

60,124 

Fiom Smyrna, without the intervention of the Mixed 
Commission: 

In 1923-24 2,600 

Prom Kirk-Kihsaeh; 

In 1924 1,177 

Total 186,016 

The statistical data for Moslems transferred from Greece 
to Turkey in the years 1923, 1924, and 1925 are as follows : 

Tlu'ough the care of the Sub-Commission of Saloniki; 

In 1923 18,044 

" 1924 91,633 

100,677 


TJu’ough the care of the Sub-Commission of Ee- 
thymno (Candia) : 


In 1923 
" 1924 


3,788 

10,009 

13,797 


Tluough the care of the Sub-Commission of Canea: 

In 1923 3,270 

“ 1924 4,872 

8,142 


Through the care of the Sub-Commission of Drama: 

In 1923 69 

" 1924 76,978 

76,047 


Through the care of the Sub-Gommisaion of Eavnla : 

In 1923 2,184 

*' 1924 43,843 


46,627 
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Through the caie of the Sub-Commission of Kozani: 

In 1023 13 

“ 1924 28,610 

26,623 

Tlirough the oaie of the Sub-Commission of Kaylar: 

In 1923 10 

" 1924 30,770 

30,780 

310,493 

Reported 310,493 

From Kozani and Kaylar: 

In 1924 34,663 

Through the onve of the Sub-Commia&ion of Goume- 

nitza (Epirus) ; 

In 1924 2,032 

“ 1925 967 

2,989 

From Lesbos, without the intervention of the Mixed 

Commission 7,600 

Total 365,635 

These figures do not include the few thousand people that 
left Greece or Turkey in the years 1923-1926 of their own 
initiative and by other means of transportation than those 
placed at the disposal of the Mixed Commission by the two 
governments. 

§ 290. Moslems who had emigrated prior to the constitu- 
tion of the Commission. The figures given above concern 
only the persons who were exchanged under the supervision of 
the Mixed Commission. Indeed, the departure and emigration 
of the above persons took place after November, 1923. At that 
time there had already emigrated reciprocally to the two coun- 
tries great numbers of persons, either in an orderly manner 
and voluntarily, or driven out precipitately from the country 
of their origin and reaching the country of destination in a 
destitute state.*^ 

The first migratory movement of Moslems from Greece 
took place between 1912 and 1914. After the First Balkan War 
some 10,000 Turks from Macedonia and the Islands left Greece 

See Qu this eJso Introduction, § 7. 
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and emigrated to Turkey. These were mainly public ofl&cials, 
professional men, and large landowners. Early in 1914, when 
the relations between Greece and Turkey were strained, a part 
of the Moslem population of Central and Eastern Macedonia, 
influenced by the vigorous propaganda of the Young Turks, 
emigrated to Turkey to take the place of Greeks who were 
removed from the Aegean coast of Asia Minor. It is esti- 
mated that about 115,000 Moslems emigrated in 1914 to 
Turkey.'*® 

Both these migratory movements of Moslems from Greece 
were, on the whole, orderly movements. The emigrants in al- 
most all cases took away with them or had transported all 
their movable property and they either disposed by private 
sale or leased or rented their immovable properties. The 
departure was not precipitated, and no hardships were ex- 
perienced by the emigrants leaving Greece. It is true that 
conditions in Turkey were not found to be so rosy as had been 
represented to them, and many went through great difficulties 
before they were settled in their new homes. 

§ 291. Greek emigrants from 1912 to 1923. The migratory 
movement of Greeks from Turkey was almost continuous from 
the First Balkan War to the time the Commission was consti- 
tuted, with peaks in 1914-15 and following the Greek military 
disaster in the fall of 1922 and spring of 1923. From 1912 to 
1915 the migratory movement was in part orderly, many per- 
sons leaving Turkey of their own will to emigrate to Greece; 
but it was mostly conducted under moral and material pres- 
sure consequent upon the policy of the Young Turks to clear 
the Aegean littoral of Asia Minor and Eastern Thrace from 
the Greek and Armenian population, in order to settle there 
Moslems as a defence against foreign invasions. These Greeks 
were required to transfer their homes to the interior of Asia 
Minor, and as they saw in this step little hope of protection of 
life and property, they preferred instead to seek refuge in 

« ■Western Tlunce was at the time part of the Bulgarian territory. 

A. Pallis, Statistical Study of Racial Migrations in Macedonia and 
Thrace (in Greek) (Athens, 1925), p. 14; Badal Migrations in the Balkans 
during the Years 1912-1924, in The Geographical Journal, Ixvi (1926), pp. 315- 
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Greece. As the removal from the Aegean coast and Thrace was 
made precipitately and to the accompaniment of acts of ter- 
rorism, most of the Greek emigrants left all their property and 
reached Greece destitute. 

But the worst had still to come. When the Greek army 
retreated from its advanced positions at Eski-Shehir and 
Afion-Kara-Hissar in September, 1922, and fled towards the 
coast, it was followed by the Greek population living in all 
the area of the Greek occupation in Asia Minor. These people 
left practically everything behind except money, jewelry, and 
other precious things which could be carried along without dif- 
ficulty. The fugitives readied the ports on the coast, where 
they were picked up by steamers and transported to Greece. 
They "invaded the country ... in a wretched condition, 
starving, ill, stripped of all they had, nearly all of them mourn- 
ing the loss of near relatives, a veritable human wreckage . . . 
After their arrival and even during their flight hunger and 
epidemics created gaps in their ranks . . .” 

Precise figures of these Greek refugees from 1912 to 1923 
had not been compiled. It was believed that the refugees who 
swarmed into Greece after the disaster in Asia Minor num- 
bered over a million souls. The first official census was made 
in 1928, when the census of all the population of Greece was 
taken. By that time many thousand refugees were dead from 
sufferings and epidemics, while many thousands had left 
Greece and emigrated to the United States, Eg3T)t, Trance and 
other countries. 

The census of 1928 gave the number of refugees as 1,221,- 
849.^® Of these 151,892 had emigrated to Greece before the 
Greek disaster in Asia Minor, and 1,067,957 after that event. 
All these refugees did not come from Turkey. 117,633 came 
from Bulgaria, Russia, Albania, Jugoslavia, and the Dode- 
canese. Talcing account of the latter refugees and of the 189,- 
916 Greeks who emigrated from Turkey under the auspices of 
the Mixed Commission, we must conclude that a total of 
914,300 Greek emigrants from Turkey from 1912 to 1923 were 

« League of Nations, Greek Rejugee Settlement (Geneva, 1926), pp. 3-4. 

« A. A. Pallis, Colleetion aj Principal Slalislics coneemmg the Exchange 
oj Popidatione (in Greek) (Athens, 1929), p. 4. 
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found in Greece in 1928. If to these be added those who died 
from sufferings and epidemics as a result of the einigrationj 
and those who left Greece to go to other countries, we may 
reach the total number of 1,100,000 Greek emigrants from 
Turkey prior to the constitution of the Commission. 
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MOVABLE PROPERTY OF EMIGRANTS 

§ 292. Provisions of the Convention. 

§ 293. Abandonment of movable property by Greek refugees. 

§ 294. Requisitions of movable properly. 

5 296. Definition of movable piopeity by the Commission. 

§ 296. Material of burned buildings. 

§ 297. Tombstones. 

§ 298. Deposits in banljs and moneys in safes. 

§ 299. Rentals and claims in movable pioperty. 

S 300. Property of former emigi-ants. 

§ 301. Conservatoiy sale of peiisliable meiehandise. 

§ 302. Rights in pprsonam of emigrants. 

§ 303 Pensions of exehanged persons 

§ 304. Movable propel ts' of communities. 

§292. Provisions of the Convention. The Convention 
concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations in 
article 5 contained the general principle that “the rights of 
property and monetary assets of Greeks in Turkey or Moslems 
in Greece shall not be prejudiced in consequence of the ex- 
change to be carried out.” Article 8 undertook to define more 
specifically the fate of the movable property of persons to be 
exchanged. The emigrants “shall be free to take away with 
them or to arrange for the transport of their movable property 
of every kind.” The two countries were to exempt such prop- 
erty from export or import duties or any other tax and were to 
provide the fullest facilities for transport. 

It was presumed that many emigrants would not be able to 
take away all of their movable property. To secure their rights 
in such cases, the last paragraph of article 8 provided that such 
emigrants could leave their property behind. “In that event, 
the local authorities shall be required to draw up, the emigrant 
in question being given an opportunity to be heard, an in- 
ventory and valuation of the property left by him. Proeea- 
verbaux containing the inventory and the valuation of the 
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movable property left by the emigrant shall be drawn up in 
four copies, one of which shall be kept by the local authorities, 
the second transmitted to the Mixed Commission ... to serve 
as the basis for the liquidation . . . , the third shall be handed 
to the government of the coimtry to which the emigrant is 
going, and the fourth to the emigrant himself.” 

These provisions of the Convention remained for the most 
part a dead leter. The Mixed Commission has never received 
any such proces-verhaux. In particular, the transfer of the 
populations froin Turkey took place in large measure without 
the intervention of the Mixed Commission. It was only in 
exceptional eases that the local authorities were required to 
draw up such proch-verbaux. 

Moreover these provisions could not apply to the people 
who had emigrated prior to the constitution of the Commis- 
sion, namely, between October 18, 1912, and October, 1923. 
With regard to these persons, it was provided by article 10 of 
the Convention that their movable property was to be in- 
cluded in the applications for liquidation together with their 
immovable property, and was to be liquidated by the Mixed 
Commission. This liquidation was to take place independently 
of all measures of any kind whatever which had resulted in 
any restriction of rights of ownership over the property in 
question, such as confiscation, forced sale, etc. 

Emigrants could, of course, dispose freely of the movable 
property which they did not wish to take away or to have 
liquidated by the Commission as provided by the last para- 
graph of article 8, The Greek Refugee Settlement Commission 
proposed to the Mixed Commission to buy for cash the agri- 
cultural implements, cattle, and other movable property that 
the Moslem emigrants should desire to dispose of on their 
departure. This proposal was accepted by the Mixed Commis- 
sion, with the reservation, insisted upon by Tevfic Ruchdi Bey, 
that, since Turkey was in need of horned cattle, the Refugee 
Settlement Commission should not buy such cattle of emi- 
grants.^ 

1 Proefes-Verbaux, i, 20th meet., November 27, 1923. 
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§ 293. Abandonment of movable property by Greek 
refugees. Before describing the carrying out of the above 
provisions of the Convention, it is necessary to make two 
observations. First, the Greek refugees, numbering over a 
million, who were driven out of Turkey before the Convention 
entered into effect had left their homes in great haste and had 
talcen away with them hardly any movable property, with the 
exception of money or valuables that could be easily carried in 
their precipitate flight. The provisions of the Convention with 
respect to movable property were of little value to them. The 
only thing they could hope for was the liquidation of such 
property by the Mixed Commission. But this hope was illu- 
sory. The Turkish authorities sold the property of refugees 
even before the Sub-Commissions were appointed and could 
supervise such sales.^ 

§ 294. Requisitions of movable property. Secondly, the 
influx into Greece of the masses of Greek refugees raised the 
question of food and clothing for them, and the government 
was necessarily obliged to requisition all kinds of property of 
the native population, whether Greek or Moslem. Hence, be- 
fore the Convention entered into effect, and even later, the 
movable property of Moslems, which, according to the Con- 
vention, was to be respected, was seized or requisitioned by 
the Greek authorities. 

The Mixed Commission, after certain recriminations be- 
tween the two delegations, decided that “all property seized 
after October 7, 1923, should be restored to the owners,” and 
“if such property had been requisitioned in favor of emigrants 
and could not be restored, the owners were to receive its value 
on the basis of the market price. The Sub-Commissions were 
to decide on such price in cases of dispute." * At the same time 
the Commission decided that the seized movable property 
of the emigrants then in the hands of the two governments 
should be preserved in the state in which it was, with the view 
of facilitating the task of liquidation. The phrase “et existant 

* Proofes-Verbaux, i, 17Ui meet., November 16 and 17, 1923. 

^ Deoieious V and IX of the Commission, taken at the meetings of October 
27 and December 7, 1623. 
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actuellcment cntre les mains des deux ftouvernemcnts” was 
inserted in this decision at the proposal of Tevfic Ruchdi Bey. 
This rendered the decision very convenient to the Turkish 
government, as most of the property of refugees seized by that 
government had already been the subject of forced sale.® 

The decision of the Commission that no requisitions of 
movable property were to be allowed after October 7, 1922, 
was carried out in its entirety in Greece.® No complaint of 
further requisitions was brought up by the Turkish delegation. 
A total of 10,180,194 drachmas was paid by the Greek govern- 
ment to Moslem emigrants for requisitions. A further sum of 
three or four million drachmas remained unpaid in August, 
1924, according to reports of the Sub-Commissions.'^ On the 
contrary, in Turkey the requisitions continued after that date. 
The Sub-Commissions of Mersina, Samsun, and Constanti- 
nople reported that the cattle and crops of Greeks of a value 
of several tens of thousands of dollars had been seized by the 
Turkish authorities without payment of indemnity to the 
emigrants. 

§ 295. Definition of movable property by the Commis- 
sion. The Mixed Commission defined what was movable 
property in the meaning of the Convention by one of its deci- 
sions: ® “all things movable by their nature, regardless of the 
laws, usages, or customs according to which such things might 
be deemed ... by reason of their destination, immovable.” 
The definition did not cover “the integral parts of an immov- 
able property, whose removal might destroy or injure wholly 
or in part the immovable property.” This decision was occa- 
sioned by the fact that in the island of Lemnos the local au- 
thorities, following local usages, considered that seed, cattle, 
and agricultural implements were to be regarded as immov- 
able property. The decision was intended to deny this view. 
According to the last paragraph of the decision, the ques- 
tion whether a motor of a mill was movable property was to be 

B Deoiaion No. Xlll, taken at the meeting of December 11, 1923. • 

B There have been cases where MoslemB received back Uieir cattle and 
were paid for the requisitions. See Prooes-Verbaux, v, 66th meet., August 16, 
1924. 

T Proeds-Verbaux, v, 66th meet., August 19, 1924. 
s Decision No. taken at the 46th meetihg, April 1, 1924. 
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decided according as its removal might or might not destroy 
or injure the mill.® 

The question whether unharvested crops came under the 
category of movable property was raised with regard to the 
Greeks of Chat aid j a, who were allowed to sell their crops by 
the local authorities but later were compelled to restore the 
price. The Mixed Commission refused to intervene in their 
favor. It was, indeed, disposed to rule that the sale of unhar- 
vested crops should be allowed to emigrants, but the Turkish 
delegation objected, on the ground that the opposite rule was 
applied against the Moslem emigrants. The Sub-Commissions 
in Greece, being questioned on this point, denied the allega- 
tion of the Turkish delegation, which then made general state- 
ments based on personal observations.’^® 

When in August, 1924, the question of seed belonging to 
Moslem landowners of Saloniki and their right to take it away 
came up before the Mixed Commission, the Greek delegation, 
while admitting that this was a case of movable property ac- 
cording to the decisions of the Commission, yet in view of the 
lack of reciprocity for Greeks in Turkey, maintained that the 
Moslems should not be allowed to take away the seed, which 
by virtue of special legislation constituted immovable prop- 
erty by destination.” 

The Commission decided that boats and small craft of any 
kind were to be considered as movable property and could be 
taken away by the emigrants. But if such craft were burdened 
with a mortgage they could not be tahen away unless the 
mortgage was paid.’® 

Gold could be talren away by the emigrants hke any other 
property, although its export was prohibited by law. But it 
was feared that dangers might arise for the two countries from 
an excessive export of gold. It was, therefore, decided not to 
publish the decision allowing the tahing away of gold by emi- 
grants, while the two governments were asked to forego any 

® PrQcea-Verbaux, iv, 64Ui meet., May 21, 1924. 

10 Proofes-Verbaux, iv, 55th meet. May OT, 1924; v, 69th meet, July 12, 
1924. 

I’-Proo&a-Verbaux, iv, 66th meet. May 27, 1924; v, 69 th meet, July 12, 
1924. 

12 Decision No. Vn, taken at the meeting of December 7, 1923. 
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search, unless there were indications of abuse of the liberty 
on the part of any emigrant.^® Tobacco was an important item 
of movable property for the Moslems of Eastern Macedonia. 
Permission to transport was made subject to the obtaining of 
information from the chambers of commerce as to the actual 
quantity of the stocks possessed by the Moslems. Tobacco 
paid a large export duty in Greece, and it was feared that 
abuses might result from the exemption of emigrants’ mov- 
able property from such duties. Besides, the export of tobacco 
in great quantities might have an injurious influence on the 
national wealth.^^ 

§ 296. Material of burned buildings. The classification of 
the material of burned buildings as movable property was dis- 
puted. The Moslem proprietors of such buildings in Saloniki 
claimed the right to dispose of the loose ruins as well as of the 
standing ruins, which required to be tom down before they 
could be removed. The Greek delegation resisted these claims, 
ha view of the fact that the Turkish government had sold to a 
foreign corporation the ruins of burned Greek buildings in 
Smyrna and thus had decided the question against the emi- 
grants. Tevfic Ruchdi Bey admitted the analogy between the 
two cases.^® The Commission subsequently decided that in 
both Saloniki and Smyrna ruins representing heaps of material 
were to be deemed movable property, and that in case they 
should not be sold by the emigrants before their departure 
they were to be included in the proces-verhaitx provided by 
article 8, paragraph 4, of the Convention,^® 

§297. Tombstones. Moslems from Crete expressed the 
desire to take away as movable property the stones of family 
tombs. The Legal Section of the Commission doubted whether 
these could be considered as movable property. The Greek 
delegation thought that such stones might have an artistic 
or a moral value for the emigrants, and that they should be 
allowed to take them away. Tevfic Ruchdi Bey pointed out 
that such sentimentalism should not be encouraged, and that 

“Decision Ro, VI, taken at the meeting of November 17, 1923. 
iiProeSs-Verbaux, i, 6th and 9th meet., October 18 and 24, 1923. 
^'Proces-Verbaux, Vj SSd meet., August 2, 1924, 
leproces-Verbaux, vi, 70th meet., September 15, 1924, 
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as these stones were embedded in the soil they ought to be 
considered immovable property. Mr. Widding explained that 
the question appeared to be practical rather than sentimental, 
inasmuch as the claimants intended to sell the stones. There- 
upon the Commission decided to classify the tombstones as 
immovable property 

§ 298. Deposits in banks and moneys in safes. Difficulties 
arose with regard to deposits at the banks and valuables in 
bankers’ safes. Moraforia existed in favor of banks, and the de- 
posits and safes were attached or seized. The Commission 
decifled that all these impediments should be removed in view 
of the stipulations of the Convention. It decided that “all sums 
of money, stocks, or bonds, deposited by persons subject to 
exchange at banks, insurance companies, or other financial 
establishments, were to be delivered over to the interested 
persons.” AU seizures were to be cancelled. The same was to 
be the case with respect to the safes of emigrants, for which 
Tevfio Ruohdi Bey again caused the addition of the phrase 
“ei existant actueUement.” 

The Turkish government did not take steps for the carrying 
out of this decision. Complaints as to this reached the Mixed 
Commission repeatedly, and the neutral members called the 
attention of the Turkish members to this failure.^® The Turk- 
ish delegation promised to deliver at a certain time to the 
Greek delegation a list of the safes seized in Smyrna, and to 
the interested parties certificates by which they would be en- 
abled to receive the contents of the same.^® Later the Com- 
mission decided to send a delegation from among its members 
to Smyrna to take possession of the safes of Greeks seized by 
the Turkish authorities, and asked the Turkish government 
as to the formalities to be complied with.“^ Nothing came of 
this. 

Procfes-Verbavix, v, 63d meet , August 3, 1924 

18 Decision No. X, taken nt the meeting of December 11, 1923. 

i«Proefes-Verbaux, ii, 32d meet., January 23, 1924; 36th meet,, February 13, 
1924; iii, 42d meet., March 11, 1924 ; 43d meet., March 14, 1924; v, 5?th 
meet., June 18, 1924. 

^oPioote-Verbaux, iii, 46th meet, April 1, 1924. 

iiProofes-Veibaox, iv, 54th meet. May 21, 1924, r, 59th meet., July 12, 
1924. 
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The financial establishments in Greece paid their deposits 
to emigrants on mere presentation by them of a certificate of 
the Mixed Commission or the competent Sub-Commission. 
On the contrary, in Turkey special governmental authoriza- 
tion (of the Defter Hane) was required for each case of pay- 
ing out deposits of emigrants. The Commission asked the 
Turkish government to publish in its Official Journal the 
decision of the Mixed Commission, and to order such estab- 
lishments to pay out these deposits.^® As this was not done, 
the Commission repeated its letter on September 18, 1924.®® 
Subsequently the Ottoman Bank of Constantinople received 
appropriate orders; but these were cancelled subsequently, 
in view of the dispute with regard to the tithe on tobacco 
which was alleged to have been unduly collected from Moslem 
emigrants by the Greek government and with regard to the 
interpretation of Decision X of the Mixed Commission.®^ 

§ 299. Rentals and claims in movable property. Certain 
buildings belonging to emigrants, though not expropriated, 
had been taken over by the governments, which had leased 
them and collected the rentals. The Mixed Commission de- 
cided that these rentals should be deemed movable property 
of the emigrants and should be restored to them. Those who 
had abeady departed were to receive payment at the general 
liquidation. The sums in question were included in the appli- 
cations for liquidation filed by such persons. Those who had 
not departed could claim the restoration of these rentals be- 
fore their departure.®® 

The Commission and its sections were very busy solving 
individual claims for movable property left in Turkey for 
reasons beyond the control of persons subjected to exchange. 
Thus, persons subject to exchange, coproprietors with Moslems 
in Turkey, were not allowed to take away movable property 
in which they had an undivided interest; movable property 

“sprocfia-Vevbaux, v, 63d meet,, August 2, 1024. 

w Pree^B-Verbaux, vi, 70th meet, September 16, 1924; and 71st meet., 
September 13, 1924. 

wSec on this I'n/m, 8 300. 

Decisions X and XV, taken at the meetings of December 11, 1923, and 
March 26, 1024; also Procea-yerbaux, vi, 70th meet., September 16, 1924, and 
annex 1. 
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of persons subject to exchange was attached for debts owed 
by them and sold at auction, the remainder, after payment of 
such debts, being ordered deposited at the tribunal; or such 
persons were prevented by the authorities from taking away 
their property. In all such cases the Commission decided on 
the right of the claimants and communicated its decisions to 
the competent local authorities. 

The Turkish authorities considered all movable property 
not taken away by Greek refugees as property 'left’ by the 
emigrants in their country of origin and therefore as acquired 
by the state, the persons in question retaining the right to 
claim the value of such property in their applications for 
liquidation. However, it can hardly be admitted that the 
movable property was 'left’ by the owners in the cases above 
enumerated, since the failure of the emigrants to take away 
their property was caused by legal or administrative im- 
pediments. 

§ 300. Property of former emigrants. The return of 
money, stocks, bonds, and gold articles deposited at the banks 
was interrupted in 1926. A dispute arose between the two 
delegations as to the interpretation of Decision X of the 
Mixed Commission which provided for the return. According 
to this decision, remittance was to be made of these assets 
"appartenant a des personnes . . . devant emigrer ou ayant 
emigre de I’un ou de I’autre des deux pays.” The Turkish dele- 
gation contended that the words "ayant emigre” referred only 
to persons who had left under the auspices of the Mixed Com- 
mission, to the exclusion of those who had departed without 
the intervention of the Mixed Commission, Such an inter- 
pretation excluded more than a million Greeks who left 
Turkey before the constitution of the Mixed Commission. 

In fact, for more than two years after its adoption Deci- 
sion X was broadly applied, even in Turkey, to all emigrants, 
without the limitation contended for by the Turkish delega- 
tion after those two years. The Turkish delegation admitted 
this, but maintained that it was only a gratuitous act on the 
part of Turkey.®® It also asserted that the proposed broad 

2B Proofes-VeibaiK, xii, 1271ih meet., July 7, 1927. 
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interpretation of Decision X would be contrary to articles S, 
9, and 10 of the Convention. 

The Commission, after long discussions in the competent 
section, decided, against the opposition of the Turkish delega- 
tion, that the expressions “devant emigrer” and “ayant 
emigr6” in Decision X designated the same persons as those 
mentioned in article 3, paragraph 2, of the Convention, that 
is, aU Greeks or Moslems who had left the Turkish or Greek 
territory respectively after October 18, 1912. The same de- 
cision stated that the expression “ayant deja quitte” in article 
10 of the Convention designated the same persons as those 
mentioned in article 3, paragraph 2, under the terms “ayant 
Emigre.” As a result of this decision, all money, stocks, bonds, 
and gold articles belonging to persons subject to exchange and 
deposited at banks or financial establishments were to be re- 
stored to their owners. 

Additional evidence in favor of the above interpretation 
of the Mixed Commission is afforded by the preparatory work 
of the Convention. The text of article 9, as originally pro- 
posed, contained the word “volontairement” after the words 
“les biens meubles laisses.” At Mr. Montagna’s proposal this 
word was stricken out, for the purpose of leaving a larger 
liberty of interpretation to the Mixed Commission.®® 

§ 301. Conservatory sale of perishable merchandise. For 
a long time the Legal Section of the Mixed Commission was 
considering the question of the restoration of merchandise 
belonging to persons subject to exchange found in the hands 
of other persons. In the meantime such properties depreciated 
in value or became worthless. The Commission was thus led 
to take a decision for the conservatory sale of perishable 
merchandise.®® By the terms of this decision the Mixed Com- 
mission was not opposed to the sale of property subject to 
rapid depreciation, or whose preservation was expensive, de- 
posited with third parties, in particular with banks, insurance 
companies, or financial establMiments, by individuals or juris- 
tic persons subject to exchange. Such sale was authorized 

^’’ProofeB-Verbfl.ux, xiii, 183cl meet., August XI, 1927. 

Couf4rence de Lausanne, Beoueil des actes, premi&re ser., i, p. 683. 

MPiocfes-Vorbaux, ix, 106th meet., March 27, 1926. 
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whenever, by law or general commercial usages, it was deemed 
necessary for the preservation of the interests of the depositor 
or the depositee. Notwithstanding such sale, the character 
of the deposit was not modified, and the product of the sale 
was to remain in the hands of the depositee in lieu of the 
original merchandise. 

§ 302, Rights in personam of emigrants. Article 5 of the 
Convention explicitly provided that rights of property and 
credit assets {crdances) of emigrants were not to be prejudiced 
in consequence of the exchange. Under this provision the per- 
sons subject to exchange could collect debts owed them before 
their departure. In case the debtors should be recalcitrant, 
action would lie against them. But if judgment on the action 
was not recovered by the time the creditor was compelled to 
leave, were his rights in the sum ultimately recovered affected 
by the fact that he had then left the country? 

The terms of article 5 should give a negative reply to 
this question. This was maintained by the Greek delegation 
and by the neutral members. The Turkish delegation, on the 
contrary, contended that the credit assets (creances) not col- 
lected before the departure of emigrants were movable prop- 
erty ‘left’ by the emigrants, and therefore ownership was 
vested in the state. 

As the neutral member, Mr. Widding, pointed out, the 
Turkish interpretation amounted to a contention that all 
credit assets of persons who had emigrated were lost to those 
persons, which was in flagrant opposition to the terms of 
article 6. Mr. Holstad noted that the terms of article 8 con- 
cerning the ‘taking away’ or ‘abandoning’ of movable property 
could not apply to creances, which cannot be ‘taken away’ or 
‘abandoned,’ being merely personal relations between creditor 
and debtor.®® 

The question remained unsolved until July, 1928, when 
the following decision was adopted unanimously.®^ “The 
money claims for sums due to ‘exchanged’ persons are not 
affected by the ‘exchange’ of the creditor, and his claim does 

so Piooes-Veibatlx, x, 115th meet., Janviaiy 25, 1927._ 

SI Prooes-Verbaiix, 165th meet., July 26, 1628, Decisioa No. 44. 
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not enter into the liquidation of his property, whatever his 
date of emigration may be. He may seek the recovery of the 
sums due him and obtain payment by all legal means. The 
Mixed Commission will lend its good ofldees in this respect 
to the interested persons.” 

Nevertheless, creditors might, if they wished, include in 
the liquidation their money claim against the state whose 
territory they left, on condition that they applied for the same 
to the Mixed Cimmission before March 1, 1929. 

§ 303. Pensions of exchanged persons. The pension allow- 
ances due in the two countries to state employees subject to 
exchange were assuredly pecuniary interests of emigrants 
which ought to be protected, according to the general princi- 
ple of article 5 of the Convention. This article, indeed, pro- 
vided that rights of property and credit assets of Greeks in 
Turkey or Moslems in Greece should not be prejudiced in 
consequence of the exchange. The Greek delegation main- 
tained that this provision covered the case of pension allow- 
ances and imposed upon the Mixed Commission the obliga- 
tion to liquidate such pensions in favor of their beneficiaries.*® 
It might also be argued that these assets constituted movable 
property which the interested persons ne pourraient pas em- 
porter, were unable to take away (article 8). 

The Turkish delegation, on the contrary, insisted that the 
only provision applicable in the case of pensions was article 
61 of the Treaty of Lausanne, of which the Convention, 
according to the contention of that delegation, was a part. 
This article dealt with pensions of persons who, as a result 
of the Treaty and the territorial cessions resulting there- 
from, changed their nationality, and provided that “les b4ne- 
ficiaires de pensions civiles et militaires turques devenus, en 
vertu du present Traite, ressortissants d'un Etat autre que la 
Turquie, ne pourront oxereer du chef de leurs pensions aucun 
recours contre le Gouvernement turc.” 

It is not certain whether the Convention may be con- 
sidered legally as a part of the Treaty of Lausanne. Even if 
this ^ould be admitted, article 61 can in no way be made 

**Proofefl-Verbaux, iv, 48th meet., April 11, 1924. 
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to apply to persons subject to exchange who changed their 
nationality not by reason of cession of territory under that 
treaty, but under the compulsory exchange carried out under 
the Convention. 

The motive of the Turkish contention, of course, was the 
fact that a great number of Greeks in Turkey held public 
offices and were therefore entitled to pensions, whereas very 
few Moslems were state employees in Greece, 

The Legal Section of the Commission, being unable to 
reach an agreement in view of the opposition of the Turkish 
member, proposed, on September 18, 1924, that a wish be 
expressed to the two governments that they should make an 
agreement to pay pensions to “exchanged” employees “for 
humanitarian reasons.” 

§ 304. Movable property of commvmities. Article 8, para- 
graph 2, of the Convention provided that the members of 
communities which were to leave the territory of one of the 
contracting states should have the right to take away freely 
or to arrange for the transport of the movable property be- 
longing to their communities. This provision, needless to say, 
benefited especially the Turkish communities in Greece. More 
than a million Greeks had left Turkey before the constitution 
of the Mixed Commission and under such circumstances that 
they were unable to take away any community property, with 
the exception of some icons or sacred images from churches. 

Communities, in the meaning of the Convention, included 
“mosques [Moslem temples], tekkes [Moslem convents], 
meddresses [Moslem schools], churches, convents, schools, 
hospitals, societies, associations and juridical persons or other 
foundations of any nature whatever,” With respect to the 
sums of money, deposits, stocks, and bonds belonging to 
orphanages and vacoujs in Greece and to similar foundations 
in Turkey, the Commission decided, at the proposal of both 
delegations, that the pubhc treasuries, financial establish- 
ments, and all individuals and jiuistic persons possessing such 
funds should turn them over to the Mixed Commission or 

Piooes-Veibaux, vi, 71st meet., September 18, 1924; vii, 82d meet., Jan- 
uary 6, 1925. 
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Sub-Commissions that they might be placed at the disposal of 
the interested government.®* Thus, these assets were not re- 
mitted to the mandatories or administrators of such founda- 
tions, since the latter had ceased to exist, or their purposes 
had become unattamable by reason of the emigration. The 
government in the territory of which the members of such 
foundations emigrated now had charge of and satisfied the 
needs that formed the object of the foundations, and it was 
right that such government should collect the assets. 

It is to be noted that the Groco-Turkish Mixed Com- 
mission had no difficulty in reaching this decision. This is 
explained by the fact that the Greek and Turkish delegations 
were in agreement on this question and they formed together 
the majority in the Commission. On the contrary, the same 
question remained long undecided in the Greco-Bulgarian 
Mixed Commission, because of the inability of the neutral 
members to make a decision and the fact that the national 
members formed a minority in that Commission. 

The archives of the communities subject to exchange were 
delivered to the competent Sub-Commissions by the adminis- 
trators of such communities.®* 

With respect to money claims of communities and com- 
munal institutions, the Mixed Commission decided, in July, 
1928, to collect them and place them at the disposal of the 
interested government. In case of judicial action against the 
debtor, that government was given authority to act through 
an attorney in lieu of the communities and communal in- 
stitutions.®® 

w Proefes-Verbaux, iv, Slat meet., May 2, 1924 ; 66th meet., June 27, 1924. 

Proohs-Verbaux, iv, 56th meet , June 12, 1924, 
s® Prools-Veibaux, 105th meet., July 26, 1928, Decision No. 45. 
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8 305 P>o\ isions of the Convention 

§ 306 Ti.inafor of ownciahip to the SlalPR 

§ 307. Joint propel ties and mortgiigoa. 

I 308 Pioperties of communitips. 

5 309. Pioporly under seizure, confiscation, or c.ypropiiation. 

8 310. The problem of appraisal of immovable pioperty. 

§ 311. Appraisal and liquidation lenouneed 

§ 305. Provisions of the Convention. The Convention 
concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations 
purported to guarantee to emigrants, in addition to other 
rights, payment for their immovable property which they left 
in their country of origin. Such property, according to article 
9, as wen as the movable property that the emigrants left 
behind, was to be liquidated. The Mixed Commission (articles 
13 and 14) had power to appraise such property of aU persons 
subject to exchange, the interested parties being heard or 
duly summoned. The basis for the appraisal was to be the 
value of the property in gold currency. 

The Commission had full power to settle the methods to 
be followed by it as regards the appraisal and liquidation. 
After the liquidation, the Commission was to transmit to each 
proprietor a declaration stating the sum due him in respect of 
the property of which he had been dispossessed, and such 
property was to remain at the disposal of the government on 
whose territory it was situated. The Convention further pro- 
vided that, on the basis of this declaration, the emigrant should 
be entitled, in principle, to receive an equivalent grant in land 
and property from the government of the country to which he 
emigrated. 

All these provisions of the Convention have remained 
without practical effect. The Commission merely took certain 
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decisions in prepafatiou for this task of liquidation. Blanks 
were distributed to emigrants, which were filled in with the 
particulars of the properties left in their country of origin. 
And in one of the first meetings of the Commission it was 
decided that the appraisal of the properties was to be made 
on the basis of the Turkish gold pound.^ 

§ 306. Transfer of ownership to the States. The Conven- 
tion provided (article 14, paragraph 1) that the property left 
by emigrants was to remain at the disposal of the government 
on whose territory it was situated. Although no explicit pro- 
vision was made as to the time at which the property passed 
to the state, it was to be inferred from article 14 that the 
transfer was to take place after the Commission had ap- 
praised and liquidated the property and transmitted to the 
owner a declaration stating the sum due to him for such prop- 
erty. This provision of the Convention was not carried out, 
and the properties of the exchanged persons passed by gradual 
steps to the ownership of the two governments respectively. 
The Commission sanctioned this transfer by a number of its 
decisions,® the effect of which was that the persons subject 
to exchange lost the jus disponendi from the time the Con- 
vention entered into effect, and that from the time of their 
departure from the country of origin their properties were 
administered by the respective governments. Such persons 
continued to be in nominal possession of their properties, and 
consequently the revenues therefrom were due to them until 
the time of their dispossession. This, according to article 14, 
was not to take place until the moment the Mixed Commis- 
sion should transmit to them a declaration stating the sum 
due them on the liquidation of their properties. Subsequently, 
a decision made in June, 1924, provided that from June 21, 
1924, and from the moment the emigrants left their unmov- 
able property, this passed to the disposal of the government 
of the territory where it was situated. The right of the emi- 
grants to the revenues of such properties then ceased. 

iprooi!8-Verba\ix, i, 7th aeety, October 20, 1923. 

* Decisions VUI, XI, and XII, of December 7 end 11, 1923. 
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§307. Joint properties and mortgages. In the case of 
immovable properties belonging in part to persons subject to 
exchange and in part to persons exempt from exchange, the 
Commission authorized the division of such properties accord- 
ing to the procedure of the law of the country where they 
were situated.® Mortgaged properties were dealt with as fol- 
lows. (1) In case both the mortgagor and mortgagee were sub- 
ject to exchange, their liquidation accounts were to be debited 
and credited respectively with the amount of the debt, while 
the property passed to the disposal of the state; (2) in case 
the mortgagor only was exchangeable, the mortgage remained 
in force and the debtor was to be debited with the amount 
of the debt in his liquidation account; (3) in case the mort- 
gagee only was subject to exchange, he had the option either 
to preserve his right to recover the mortgage debt against the 
non-exchangeable mortgagor, or to include the amount of the 
mortgage debt in his application for liquidation. In the last 
case, the government of the country from which the mort- 
gagee emigrated stepped into his shoes. In all the three cases 
above enumerated the mortgage was to be finally cancelled 
only on the payment of the liquidation amount.* 

§ 308. Properties of conununities. The Convention pro- 
vided also for the liquidation of the immovable properties of 
communities. This term was made to include, according to 
article 8, paragraph 2, mosques (Moslem temples), tekkes 
(Moslem convents), meddresses (Moslem schools), churches, 
convents, schools, hospitals, societies, associations, and jurid- 
ical persons, or other foundations of any nature whatever. 
In addition to the properties of communities which were 
established in the regions subject to exchange, properties situ- 
ated in the districts to which the compulsory exchange applied 
and belonging to communities established in districts to which 
the exchange did not apply were also to be liquidated, in ac- 
cordance with the second paragraph of article 9.® 

Mandatories were appointed by the Commission, at the 

« Pioofea-Verbaux, ii, 33d meet., January 29, 1924 (Deoieion XI bis); iv, 
64th meet. May 21, 1924. 

* Proefes-Verbaux, iii, 42d meet , Apijl 4, 1924. 

® See, on, this provision, supra, p. 417. 
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proposal of the respective delegations, to administer the prop- 
erties of communities in Ihc regions to which the exchange 
applied. These mandatories remained until the whole popula- 
tion subject to exchange left. As soon as the evacuation was 
complete, the government took over the administration of 
the properties. 

The fourth paragraph of article 10 of the Convention pro- 
vided that the Mixed Commission, when proceeding to the 
liquidation of vacouj property in Greece and of the rights and 
interests connected therewith, and to the liquidation of similar 
foundations belonging to Greeks in Turkey, was to follow the 
principles laid down in previous treaties with a view to fully 
safeguarding the rights and interests of these foundations and 
of the individuals interested in them. Such treaties are the 
Convention of Athens of November 1/14, 1913, between 
Greece and Turkey,® and the Treaty of Constantinople be- 
tweeir Turkey arid Bulgaria of September 16/29, 1913.'' The 
property rights in such vacmj properties were complicated 
in the extreme, and would have challenged the ability of any 
Mixed Commission to verify, establish, and liquidate them. 
Fortunately for the Greco-Turkish Mixed Commission, it was 
spared this task. 

§ 309. Property under seizure, confiscation, or expropria- 
tion. In addition to the properties actually owned and pos- 
sessed by the emigrants before their departure, those which 
formed the subject of extraordinary measures in the two coun- 
tries under laws or regulations passed since October 18, 1912, 
such as confiscation, forced sale, etc., were to be appraised 
and liquidated by the Mixed Coimnission as if the measures 
in question had not been applied (article 10). Further, prop- 
erties expropriated since October 18, 1912, by either of the 
contracting countries and belonging previously to persons sub- 
ject to exchange were to be reappraised by the Commission. 
In this case the latter was to determine the compensation due 
the owners for the injury through the expropriation. 

®See article XII of this Conveation in British and Foreign State Papers, 
evii, p. 897. 

r See atticle XII of this Treaty and article VIII of Annex 2 to the Treaty 
in British and Foreign State Papers, evii, pp. 711-712, 716-717. 
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Moreover, the third paragraph of article 10 provided for 
the restoration to persons subject to exchange of the income 
from properties of which they had lost the enjoyment. This 
provision was very indefinite. The income was to be “guaran- 
teed to them on the basis of the average yield before the war.” 
The expression “before the war” raised difficulties of inter- 
pretation, and it was not clear whether the term “guaranteed” 
meant cash payment or the mere crediting of the final liquida- 
tion account of each emigrant with the amount of such in- 
come.® With regard to the first question, it was decided that 
the average yield of the properties in the five years 1909-14 
should be taken as the basis for appraisal. The second ques- 
tion was never solved. The failure to solve it amounted prac- 
tically to a rejection of the view that any actual cash payment 
was to be made before the completion of the liquidation. 

§ 310, The problem of appraisal of immovable property. 
The preparatory work of the Convention betrays a naive belief 
that the appraisal of the properties, their liquidation, and 
even the payment for them could be carried out and com- 
pleted concurrently with the transfer of the populations from 
the two countries.® This accounts for the very inadequate pro- 
visions in the Convention on all these matters. The Commis- 
sion, under the same naive belief, at an early period and while 
the transfer of the populations was being carried out con- 
templated the appraisal of properties left by the emigrants 
and sent committees to various sections of Greece and Turkey 
to study the methods of appraisal that should be adopted.^® 
It was at first thought, as a result of these trips for gathering 
information, that in Macedonia the archives of government 
land surveys in certain places and of the Agricultural Bank 
could be used for the purposes of appraisal.” But these data 
were rarely available, and any attempt to check up the decla- 
rations of emigrants on their basis would be sure to break 
down. In Thessaly, the appraisals, made by the government, 

® Proces-Verbaux, i, 6th meet., October 16, 1923. 

8 Conference de Lau&anne, Recueil des oefes, premiere aerie, i, pp. 690, 
592fi., 611, 614fi. 

M Prooea-Veibaux, ii. Slat meet., January 11, 1924; iv, 49th meet., April 
17, 1W4; V, 69th mee^., July 12, 1924; vii, 82d meet., January 6, 1925. 

Proefes-Verbaux, li, 32d meet., January 23, 1924. 
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of large properties which had been expropriated rendered the 
situation clear enough. On the contrary, in Crete and the 
other islands no such aids existed, and there was need of 
adopting some general principles. 

Most of the members of the Commission seem to have 
wholly underestimated at that time the vastness of the prob- 
lems of appraisal. An illustration is the fact that Mr. Ekstrand 
and Mr. Widding, the two neutral members, appeared to think 
that the appraisal could even be completed before the de- 
parture of the emigrants I Mr. Pallis, the Greek member, 
more sober and experienced, gave warning that no illusions 
should exist on this matter, and that the appraisal was an 
exceedingly difficult work. His view was that the appraisal 
could not proceed at the same time with the exchange of 
populations. Tevfic Huchdi Bey, however, agreed with the 
neutrals, and the Second Section of the Commission was in- 
structed to study the matter. In fact, the removal of the popu- 
lations was completed without any work of appraisal having 
begun at ah. 

The Second Section of the Commission early in 1925 
reached an agreement on certain points on the question of 
appraisal, while several other points remained disputed. At 
this stage, in February, 1925, a report was submitted by this 
Section to the plenary assembly of the Commission, and it was 
proposed to enter into a discussion of this report at one of the 
next meetings of the Commission. A copy of the report was 
transmitted to the Secretariat of the League of Nations.^® 
The report presented certain general ideas on appraisal; it 
proposed a number of resolutions concerning the appraisal of 
movable property; and it stated the different views of the 
two delegations with regard to the basis of appraisal of im- 
movable property. In general, its effect was that individual 
appraisal should be undertaken only in exceptional cases, and 
that a lump appraisal by entire districts was more feasible and 
advisable. The Greek and Turkish delegations never showed 

Proofes-V erbaux, i, 18th meet., November 21, 1923. 

IS "Rapport BUT quetques Probl^mes ooncernant I'fivaluation,” by Mr. Wid- 
ding, dated Jaauary 16, 1926: Froo&a-Verbaux, vii, 88th meet- Pebniary 12, 
1925. 
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any disposition to enter into a discussion of this report and 
of the question of appraisal, although invited to do so by the 
neutral members.^* There was even an attempt to evade re- 
sponsibility. Thus, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Turkey, 
speaking in May, 1926, on the question of appraisal of the 
properties of the emigrants, declared that the two govern- 
ments had left that question to the Mixed Commission and 
did not wish to interfere with its work — a declaration to which 
the neutral members took exception.^® 

§ 311. Appraisal and liquidation renounced. The question 
of appraisal and liquidation of the immovable properties of 
exchanged persons was subsequently entirely overshadowed 
by that of the properties of non-exchangeable persons, bene- 
ficiaries of the Declaration relative to Moslem properties in 
Greece of July 24, 1923,^® and that of nationals of one of the 
two countries (Greece and Turkey) possessing properties in 
the other. 

When Senor Rivas Vicuna became a member of the Mixed 
Commission, he raised for the first time the whole question 
of appraisal and liquidation of properties of exchanged per- 
sons. At his suggestion, the Commission adopted, in July, 
1928, Decision No. 43, as follows: 

The Mixed Commission may apply the provisions of the Con- 
vention of Lausanne on the following conditions; 

(Ij The interested parties shall have a further period of six 
months to present their applications. 

(2) The applications presented xmtil this day, as well as those 
to be filed within the above period, shall be transmitted to the 
respective governments, which within a period of five months shall 
send to the Mixed Commission: 

(а) A report on the state in which the properties in question 
are found. 

(б) Their opinion on the appraisal made by the interested 
parties in their apiilications, 

(cj Other observations suggested by these applications, 

w Proofs- Verbairs, 90th meet., March 31, 1926; viii, 94th meet,, September 
8, 1926 ; 97th meet., October 26, 1926. 

liiProc^Yerbaux, x, lOStli meet., May 20, 1926. 

^9 Infra, ch. xxiv. 

^^Proo^Yerbaux, 164th meet., July IS, 1928. 
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(3) The Second Section of the Cominission shall deal with the 
liquidation of the properties of persons exchanged on the basis of 
the above factors. 

It was understood that a government which was in a posi- 
tion to make the communication above referred to might 
make it immediately without waiting for the expiration of the 
period provided for. The meaning of this decision was that 
the Commission wished to have the necessary factors to form 
a general appraisal of the amounts claimed by the two coun- 
tries on account of the properties of the exchanged popula- 
tions, It was subsequently understood that the Mixed Com- 
mission, instead of communicating the applications filed by 
the emigrants to the two govermnents, would draw up lists 
showing the name of the applicant, the village or city where 
his property was situated, the number of his application, and 
the value claimed by him for movable and immovable 
property. 

The Conamission received no reply from either of the two 
governments. The neutral members were aware of the unwill- 
ingness of the governments to consider the appraisal of the 
properties of the exchanged persons. Referring to this matter 
in their comprehensive memorandum of September 12, 1928,^® 
they pointed out that “unless an agreement between the two 
countries intervened, they were to propose the measures 
which the strict application of the Convention imposed.” A 
little later, as seen in another place,®® the Inspection Service 
on Appraisals began a work of classification of the applica- 
tions of exchanged persons. 

Both governments seemed to agree that a general set-off 
of mutual claims on account of the properties of exchanged 
persons was the only solution possible. In the abortive negotia* 
tions of 1929, referred to below, this was readily agreed to. 
Because of the state of internal politics in the two countries, 
article 4 of the final Convention signed at Angora on June 10, 

w Proeea-Verbaux, 167th meat., September 4, 1928, 

19 See infra, I 361. 

*9 See infra, 1 367. 

*’■ Ibid. 
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1930, intrusted the neutral members of the Commission with 
the task of giving an opinion on the solution of the question 
of the liquidation of properties of exchanged persons. This 
opinion, which was agreed upon beforehand in substance, if 
not textually, is dated June 12, 1930, two days subsequent to 
the Convention of Angora.^“ 

The renunciation of the application of the provisions of 
the Convention of Lausanne for the individual appraisal of 
properties of emigrants had the consequence that no emi- 
grant was to receive a statement by the Mixed Commission 
as to the value placed on the property left by him in his 
country of origin, which statement would involve for the 
country to which he emigrated an obligation to make to him 
an equivalent grant. For this reason, a great outcry was raised 
in Greece by the refugees early in 1929 when it was known 
that a general balancing of claims was being considered. A 
committee of refugees had a conference with Mr. Venizelos 
in March, 1929, on this matter. The Greek Premier made the 
following statement: 

The meaning of the Convention of Lausanne is that the Greek 
properties in Turkey and Turkish properties in Greece were to be 
appraised and any difference between the appraisal totals was to 
be collected by the state favored by such difference. However, do 
you think that when I signed the Convention I believed that all 
this would materialize? 

The Lausanne Convention is not really a Convention for the 
exchange of Greek and Moslem populations and properties, but 
rather a Convention for the departure of the Moslem population 
from Greece, because the Greeks were driven out from Turkey. 
That is the real fact. What the government must do for the refugees 
is to divide among thorn the exisUng property available in Greece. 

This has the appearance of being frank and sound. But as 
an interpretation of the whole purpose and scope of the Con- 
vention of Lausanne it is not wholly accurate. As an ex post 
facto explanation, it is certainly convenient. We say this, of 

See on this infra, § 364. 

See Atlantis, a Greek daily newspaper published in New York, April 18, 

1929. 
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course, without relation to the question whether the ‘ex- 
changed^ Greeks received in Greece a proper indemnity for 
their property left in Turkey. We believe the indemnities paid 
them by the Greek government were equitable.®'^ 

3* On the question of indemnities paid to refugees see injra, S 429 
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THE DECLARATION OF LAUSANNE AS TO MOSLEM 
PROPERTIES IN GREECE 

§ 312. Effect of the Declaration us to Moslem Properties in Greece. 

§ 313. Beneficiaries of the Declaration. 

§ 314. Piling and adjudication of claims. 

§ 316. The Declaration not e.xecuted by Greece. 

S 316. Keplacement of the Declaration by the Agreement of Athena. 

§ 312. Effect of the Declaration as to Moslem Properties 
in Greece. The history of the signature by Greece of the 
Declaration of Lausanne as to Moslem Properties in Greece 
is given above.^ This Declaration was in substance an annex 
to articles 65 and 66 of the Treaty of Lausanne, which pro- 
vided for the reciprocal restoration of properties, rights, and 
interests of Turkish or Allied subjects respectively to the 
legally entitled persons, free of any charge or servitude, or 
the payment of the product of liquidation to such persons in 
ease the properties, rights, or interests in question had been 
liquidated by the contracting countries. 

The Declaration as to Moslem Properties contained provi- 
sions somewhat different from those of the above articles as 
regards properties of Turkish and Greek subjects. Such prop- 
erties were in all cases to be restored to their owners, as were 
also all revenues received therefrom by the two governments. 
The owners could, however, apply to the Mixed Commission 
for the liquidation of such properties. The Mixed Commission 
was also to hear aU claims with respect to such properties and 
the revenues thereof and to decide on such claims. 

Although the Declaration was signed only by Greece, the 
last paragraph provided that it was to be executed on condi- 
tion of reciprocity. In view of this, the Commission, soon after 

1 See supm, p. 347. 
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its constitution, invited the two governments to declare 
whether they were prepared to grant this reciprocity.^^ Indeed, 
this question needed to be asked only of the Turkish govern- 
ment, since the Greek government had signed the Declaration. 
However, the Greek government replied at an early date that 
it was ready to execute the Declaration on condition of reci- 
procity.^ Turkey gave notice to the Mixed Commission on 
June 13, 1924, of its readiness to execute the Declaration by 
reciprocity.^ The Declaration formed part of the Treaty of 
Lausanne and entered into effect at the same time, namely, 
on August 6, 1924. 

§ 313. Beneficiaries of the Declaration. The definition of 
the persons who were entitled to the advantages of the Decla- 
ration presented difficulties in the Mixed Commission.® It 
would seem that the Declaration formed the counterpart of 
the Convention concerning the Exchange, so far as the persons 
dealt with were concerned. Under the Convention two classes 
of persons were included: 

1. Persons subject to exchange under the provisions of 
articles 1 and 3, namely, Greek subjects of the Moslem religion 
and Turkish subjects of the Greek Orthodox religion who had 
been compulsorily exchanged or had left Greece or Turkey 
respectively after October 18, 1912. 

2. Persons exempted from the exchange under article 2 
of the Convention, namely, Greeks of Constantinople and 
Moslems of Western Thrace. 

AU other Greek owners of properties in Turkey and Mos- 
lem owners of properties in Greece were beneficiaries of the 
Declaration.® 

Indeed, the first paragraph of the Declaration described 
its beneficiaries as follows: . . des personnes . . . qui ne 
sont pas visees par les dispositions de la Convention con- 
eernant Techange des populations . . . et qui ont quitt6 la 

*Prool8-V6rbau!£, i, fitli meet., October 16, 1923. 

sProc^Verbaux, iu, 46tli meet., April 1, 1924. 

*Proc^Verbaux, v, 57th meet., June 18, 1924. 

s Proefes-Verbaux, iii, 46th meet,, April i, 1924; vi, 71st meet,, September 
18, 1924. 

®ThiB was rightly maintaiaed by Tevfle Euchdi Bey: see Pi-oofea-Veibaux, 
vi, 72d meet., September 23, 1924. 



DECLARATION ON MOSLEM PROPERTIES 469 

Grece, y compris Tile de Crete [ou la Turquie], avant le 18 
Octobrc 1912 ou qui out reside de tout temps en dehors de 
la Grece.” 

Prom the words "y compris Tile de Crete/’ the Greek repre- 
sentative on the special committee formed to examine the 
claims of the beneficiaries of the Declaration concluded that 
the Declaration concerned only Old Greece, that is, the terri- 
tories over which Greek sovereignty extended prior to October 
18, 1912.'' This restrictive interpretation, though difficult to 
maintain, was adhered to by the President of the Greek dele- 
gation, Mr. Exintaris, who asked the views on this point of the 
Greek government and of Mr. Caclamanos, Minister at Lon- 
don, who had signed the Declaration with Mr. Venizelos. 
Eventually this restrictive interpretation was abandoned by 
the Greek delegation.® 

The above definition of beneficiaries in the Declaration did 
not permit any distinction between nationals or non-nationals 
of each of the two countries. The only condition under which 
owners of properties in Greece or Turkey could claim under 
the Declaration was that they were Moslems or Greeks re- 
spectively, who had left the country before October 18, 1912, 
or had never resided therein. In this there was agreement 
between the two delegations.® 

§ 314. Filing and adjudication of claims. The second para- 
graph of the Declaration provided that claims under it were 
to be filed within a period of six months from the coming 
into effect of the Treaty of Peace signed at Lausanne. Even 
before that date Moslem beneficiaries, invited by publications 
of the Turkish government, filed their claims with the Mixed 
Commission.^® In view of the shortness of the period allowed, 
the two governments were asked by the Mixed Commission to 
compute the period of six months from December 6, 1924, the 
date on which the special committee began functioning. This, 
in effect, amounted to an extension by four months of the 

'?Pi-oces-Vei'baus, vi, 73d moot., Septomber 30, 1924. 

s Proofes-Verbaux, vi, 74th meet,, Ootober 16, 1924, and 77th meet., No- 
vember 16, 1924. 

9 Prooes-Verbaux, vii, 82d meet., January 6, 1924. 

leProces-Verbaux, iii, 43d meet., March 14, 1924. 
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period provided in the Declaration. Both governments ac- 
cepted the extension to June 6, 1926.^^ 

The Declaration provided that the claims were to be 
examined as urgent business by the Mixed Commission, with 
a view to their adjudication within a period of one year from 
the date of the entering into effect of the Treaty of Lausanne. 
The Mixed Commission, in order to speed the work of exami- 
nation, formed a committee ad hoc as soon as it learned of the 
ratification of the Treaty of Lausanne.’® This Committee was 
given power to make final decisions, in case of unanimous 
agreement, as to applicants entitled to the benefits of the Dec- 
laration. The one-year period for the adjudication of claims 
expired August 6, 1925, before the work of the Committee 
was completed. The grant of an extension of eight months 
was theii asked of the two governments.’® The Turkish gov- 
ernment granted this extension in September, 1925; the 
Greek government was unwiUiug to grant further extension. 

The committee ad hoc had examined and accepted, to 
July 8, 1926, 119 claims of Moslems as beneficiaries of the 
Declaration.’® A list of these persons was communicated to 
the two governments. In the Committee these claims were 
recognized speedily and without opposition. When the Greek 
government carried out an investigation with respect to some 
of the claimants, it was found that some of them were really 
‘exchangeable’ persons and not properly beneficiaries of the 
Declaration. The Greek government thereupon declined to 
consider the unanimous decisions taken by the Committee in 
regard to these persona as final, and reexamined the cases of 
the persons who had been supplied with certificates of the 
Mixed Commission stating that they were beneficiaries of the 
Declaration as to Moslem Properties in Greece. This action 
occasioned a protest on tlie part of the Turkish delegation, in 
which the neutral members of the Mixed Commission joined.’® 

^^Procls-Verbiwx, vii, 82ii meet, Januaiy 6, 1926; Mth meet., January 
27, 1925 ; 89th. meet., March 14, 1025. 

Proc^Voibaux, v, 07tli meet., August 26, 1024. 

“ Prooes-Verbaux, viii, 92d. bia meet., Auguat 6, 1926. 

’*Proces-Verbaux, viii, 96th meet., Septemba* 21, 1026. 
isproCfee-Verbaux, viii, 92d meet., July 8, 1926. 

Proefea-Verbaux, viii, 95tb meet., September 19, 1926. 
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The Greek law of May 25, 1925, created a commission to de- 
cide on the beneficiaries of the Declaration. It appeared later 
that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was not aware of the 
decision of the Mixed Commission which considered the de- 
termination of the 119 cases of beneficiaries as final.^'^ It was 
asserted that some of these claimants had been admitted as 
beneficiaries of the Declaration on evidence which was found 
subsequently by the Greek government to be false. 

As a matter of fact, the admission of the 119 Moslems as 
beneficiaries of the Declaration was made summarily by the 
competent committee on the production of certificates which 
were erroneously taken to have an oflficial character. When 
this error was discovered the procedure was modified. Lists of 
persons recognized as beneficiaries of the Declaration were 
communicated to the two governments, which could file objec- 
tions to any names on the list within two months. With re- 
gard to the 119 beneficiaries already recognized by the com- 
mittee, the Commission held that the decisions concerning 
them were to be considered final, but that they might be 
revised on the production of evidence by the Hellenic govern- 
ment showing clearly that they were erroneous.^® It was con- 
tended by the Greek government that there was very clear 
proof as to 20 to 25 of these beneficiaries that they were not 
lawful claimants under the Declaration. Indeed, one of them 
had been a mufti in Greece after 1913, another had been a 
candidate for the Greek Parliament, etc. These could not claim 
to be Turkish nationals, since for the above oflSces Greek 
citizenship was required. And they were certainly in Greece 
after the date (October 18, 1912) taken as a basis for com- 
pulsory exchange. 

The evidence called for by the Commission for the revi- 
sion of the decisions on the above 119 claimants was presented 
by the Greek government in 1927, when the Agreement of 
Athens went into effect. However, the Turkish delegation, as 
will be seen, insisted that the decisions could not be revised. 

With regard to the expiration of the periods fixed by the 

i^ProeiSs-Verbaux, viii, 96th. meet., October 26, 1926. 

isprocfes-Verbaux, viii, 96th, 96th, and 97th meetings. 
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Declaration and subsequently extended by the two govern- 
ments, it should be noted that it did not affect the substance 
of the rights of the claimants. These periods concerned only 
the intervention of the Mixed Commission for the adjudica- 
tion of their claims, which otherwise remained in full force 
and could be prosecuted directly before the state authorities 
and tribunals of the two countries. This view was unani- 
mously agreed upon by the Mixed Commission.^® 

§ 315. The Declaration not carried out by Greece. The 
Greek government did not execute the Declaration by recog- 
nizing the 119 Moslems who were accepted as beneficiaries by 
the Mixed Commission and by restoring to them their prop- 
erties in Greece, as the Declaration peremptorily provided. 
The reason for the failiue of the government to restore the 
properties, at least of those against whom no doubt existed 
that they were beneficiaries, seems to be that these properties 
were mostly large rural estates which had been distributed by 
the Greek government to refugees and to rural tenants. This 
government appears not to have realized, until too late, what 
was really involved in the Declaration, and what or how many 
properties had to be restored under this Act. The competent 
Ministry, that of Agriculture, did not undertake an inquiry 
into the situation until a very late date. As a result, the 
Foreign Office and the Greek representatives who carried on 
negotiations with the Turkish government for the framing 
and later for the execution of this Declaration were insuffi- 
ciently informed. Nevertheless, the insistence of the Turkish 
delegation at the Conference of Lausanne should have put 
the Greek representatives on their guard. The attitude and 
state of mind of the Greek government is seen in the state- 
ment of the Greek member of the Commission, Mr. Papas, in 
March, 1924, while the two governments were negotiating on 
the execution of the Declaration and the Mixed Commission 
was endeavormg to define its beneficiaries, that “in his opin- 
ion, the Declaration had a very limited importance.” 

When the question of interpretation of the first paragraph 

Procfes-Vei'baux. x, 110th meet., June 19, 1926. 

^oProoee-Verbaux, iii, 46th meet., April 1, 1924. 
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of the Declaration arose, at the end of September, 1924, 
the Greek delegation for a month and a half was without in- 
structions as to the position it should finally take. The pro- 
posal by Tevfic Ruchdi Bey that the Mixed Commission 
should decide on this point was resisted by Mr. Exintaris, who 
maintained that inasmuch as the Declaration was a unilateral 
act, signed by the Greek delegates at the Conference of 
Lausanne, the Commission was incompetent to interpret it. 
The soundness of this view is very questionable, in view of 
the fact that the Mixed Commission was called upon to exe- 
cute the Declaration. At the suggestion of the neutral mem- 
bers, Mr. Exintaris accepted their competence for the inter- 
pretation of the Declaration, when Tevfic Ruchdi Bey invited 
the Mixed Commission to declare that it renounced the exe- 
cution of the Declaration.^® 

In January, 1925, the Mixed Commission expressed a wish 
to the Greek government that a part payment of 30% of the 
amount of revenues collected by the two governments be 
made forthwith to the persons whose status as beneficiaries 
of the Declaration and whose credit on account of revenues 
were indubitably proved.®® 

Nothing came of this request. In the meantime, the Greek 
government, confronted with the real situation as to the claims 
involved in the Declaration, and realizing that it was wholly 
unable to meet its obligations under the Declaration, since 
the properties had been distributed to refugees and landless 
farmers, sought an agreement with the Turkish government. 
The negotiations towards such an agreement, which would 
substitute for the obligation of restoration an obligation of 
the Greek government to purchase the properties of the bene- 
ficiaries of the Declaration, are described in another place.®* 

§ 316. Replacement of the Declaration by the Agreement 
of Athens. From the time the Greek government refused to 
extend the period for filing claims imder the Declaration and 
for adjudicating such claims, the Declaration ceased to be of 

See supra, p. 469. 

®*Ptoofee-Verbaiix, vi, 77th meet,, November 15, 1924. 

Proofes-Verbaux, vii, 82d meet., Jamiary 6, 1924. 

See infra, S 332, 
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any effect. This was made clear by the neutral members, 
when the Turkish delegation insisted that the Declaration 
remained in effect after the expiration of the above periods on 
August 6, 1925, and argued from this in favor of their con- 
tention for excluding certain categories of Greeks from the 
benefits of the Declaration.^*® 

The Declaration as to Moslem properties in Greece was 
replaced by the Agreement on Properties signed at Athens on 
December 1, 1926, the execution of which was undertaken by 
the Mixed Commission on March 19, 1927.^® This Agreement 
provided, in article 16, that it was not meant to affect the 
provisions of the Treaty and other acts signed at Lausanne 
on July 24, 1923, “so far as they are not specifically dealt 
with by the above stipulations.” The provisions of the Decla- 
ration were entirely covered by the stipulations of the Agree- 
naent. The former remained in effect, according to article 15, 
paragraph 2, only with respect to persons who, having Turk- 
ish or Greek nationality at the time of the coming into effect 
of the Treaty of Peace, had acquired subsequently a foreign 
nationality. 

The Agreement of Athens is considered in a separate chap- 
ter. It is only necessary to say here that according to its article 
13, last paragraph, the recognition of persons as beneficiaries 
of that Agreement was to be made by a committee ad hoc 
constituted by the Mixed Commission. It was, however, added 
that “cette disposition ne prejuge pas le sort des decisions 
dejS. rendues a ce sujet.” 

The effect of this provision on the cases of the above men- 
tioned 119 beneficiaries and on the principle, adopted by the 
Mixed Commission, that its decisions could be revised in case 
of manifest errors, was discussed at the 126th meeting of 
July 11, 1927.®'' The Greek delegation produced proof that 
20 to 25 of the above 119 cases were erroneously decided, as 
the persons in question were in reality 'exchangeable’ and not 
beneficiaries of the Declaration. The Turkish delegation and 
the neutral members thought that since no explicit provision 

ProcSa-Verbftux, 142d meet., December 20, 1027. See alao § 847, 
See inira, § 333. 
w Proc^Verbaux, xii. 
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was made in the Agreement for the revision of these decisions, 
it should be implied that the intent of the two governments 
was that no revision should take place. 

The Greek contention seemed sounder. It was rightly 
maintained that the above provision of article 13 meant only 
that the cases of the 119 beneficiaries were not to be sub- 
mitted again to the committee ad hoc, like the cases of all 
other claimants pending before the Commission. The power 
of the Mixed Commission to deal with those cases, and to 
revise them in case of production of proof of manifest errors, 
remained intact. The proposal for revision rested entirely with 
the government concerned, and no agreement for revision be- 
tween the two governments was necessary. Consequently, the 
lack of any provision thereon in the Agreement did not imply 
that the decisions could not be revised. 

It will be seen that the disagreement in this matter was 
one of the reasons why the Agreement of Athens was not 
executed,^® 

-"See infra, §349 
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§ 317. Power of the Mixed Commission. As stated in a 
previous chapter/ the Greeks established at Constantinople 
and the Moslems established in Western Thrace were left out 
of the exchange. But there were provisions inserted in the 
Convention in their favor. These are in article 16, paragraph 
2, as follows: 

No obstacle shall be placed in the way of the inhabitants of the 
districts exempted from the exchange under Article 2 exorcising 
freely their right to remain in or return to those districts and to 
enjoy to the full their liberties and rights of property in Turkey 
and in Greece. This provision shall not be invoked as a motive for 
preventing the free alienation of property belonging to inhabitants 
of the said regions which are excepted from the exchange, or the 
voluntary departure of those among these inhabitants who wish 
to leave Turkey or Greece. 

Article 18 of the Convention placed upon the two states 
the obligation to introduce in their respective laws such modi- 
fications as might be necessary to insure the execution of the 

» 

^ Bee aupra, p. 899. 
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above provision, as well as of the other provisions of the Con- 
vention. It is a question whether the Convention empowered 
the Commission to supervise the execution of the above pro- 
vision of article 16, or whether that was merely a matter 
between the two governments. It is true that article 12 con- 
tained the provision that the Mixed Commission should have 
full power to take the measxrres necessitated by the execu- 
tion of the Convention, and to decide all questions to which 
the Convention might give rise, but it would appear that this 
referred to the transfer of the exchanged populations, liquida- 
tion and appraisal of properties, and kindred matters. 

Nevertheless, from an early date the Mixed Commission 
took the view that the Greek and Turkish populations ex- 
cepted from the exchange were under its protection so long 
as it continued its work, and that thereafter they would be 
under the protection of the treaty stipulations concerning 
minorities.® This view was readily acquiesced in by the two 
governments, although at first, when the question of the 
return to Constantinople of Greeks temporarily absent from 
that city arose, the Turkish delegation on the Mixed Com- 
mission maintained that the Commission was not competent 
to deal with the matter, which was in the exclusive province 
of the Turkish Government.® 

However, difficulties arose as regards the question of the 
practical means by which the Sub-Commissions in Western 
Thrace and at Constantinople were to secure the execution 
of article 16 with regard to the Greek and Turkish popula- 
tions excepted from the exchange; and no agreement could be 
reached as to the extent to which the Mixed Commission 
should interfere in the treatment meted out to the populations 
in question. The questions of rights of minorities, properly 
so-called, namely, liberty of movement, civil rights, etc., were 
agreed to be questions of the protection of minorities and out- 
side the competence of the Sub-Commissions. The question of 
public order was also agreed to be outside their competence. 
Mr, Papas’s proposal for the limitation of the competence of 

a Proefeg-Verbaux, iii, 37th meet., Frisiuary 14 1924. 

s Proefea-Verbaux, i, 17th and 19th meetinga, November 16 and 24, 1923. 

*Proc&3-Verbaux, v, 63d meet., Auguat 2, 1924. 
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Sub-Commissions to the gathering of information was per- 
haps unfortunate. Its motive, of course, was the desire to avoid 
interference in Western Thrace, but the price paid at Con- 
stantinople was somewhat heavy.® 

§ 318. Violations of the Convention. As soon as the Com- 
mission was constituted, the question of violations of the 
provisions of article 16 came up. The Turkish delegation had 
a very legitimate complaint. The homes of the Moslem popu- 
lation of Western Thrace were, in many cases, seized by the 
Greek government for the shelter of the refugees. In 1923-24, 
8245 rooms in rural houses and 5590 rooms in urban homes 
were so occupied. In addition, 127 mosques and Moslem 
schools and 667 Moslem stables and granaries were also used 
for the shelter of refugees. Of course, Greek homes and prop- 
erties were also occupied for the same purpose. But there is 
little doubt that the infliction was felt more keenly by Mos- 
lems than by Greeks, if for no other reason, from the fact that 
no peaceful and friendly cohabitation could exist between 
destitute refugees who had left and lost everything in Turkey 
and Moslem natives whose property had enjoyed protection. 
If to this be added the national hatred and animosities aroused 
by the war and by the personal misfortunes and sufferings of 
the refugees, it will be easily understood that the annoyance 
to the Moslem population from this occupation of their prop- 
erties was great. Moreover, these great masses of refugees 
needed food and productive occupations. The first was found 
by requisitions to which all the population of Western Thrace, 
including the Moslems, were subjected. The latter was ob- 
tained by the occupation of large rural estates of Turkish 
landowners, mostly absent from Western Thrace. 

Ah. this was not in conformity with article 16, according to 
which the Moslems of Western Thrace were to "enjoy to the 
full their rights of property.” The explanation given by the 
Greeks was that Western Thrace was the first region on the 
way of refugees coming by land from Turkey, and that since 
Macedonia was filled with other refugees from Asia Minor, 

“See, for instance, how the Turkisli delegation took advantage of Mr, 
Papas’g position, in, ProcSs-Verbaux, v, 04th meet., August 9, 1024. 
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the refugees coming by land were retained in Western Thrace 
until Macedonia should be cleared. The measures taken in 
Western Thrace affected all natives, Greeks and Moslems 
alike. They were measures of general order, the Greeks 
claimed, and the only things the Moslems might justly ask 
were that they should not be discriminated against by suffer- 
ing more than the Greek natives from the shelter of the refu- 
gees. and that an indemnity should be paid them for the loss 
of enjoyment of their property. 

On the other side, the Greeks complained of the treatment 
meted out to the Greek population at Constantinople. As 
early as November, 1923,“ Tevfic Ruchdi Bey asserted that the 
Turkish government might well forbid Greeks absent from 
Constantinople and excepted from the exchange to return 
there, and denied the right of the Mixed Commission to in- 
tervene in the matter. Later, it was complained that movable 
property of Greeks of Constantinople was seized by the Tur- 
kish authorities,'' and a little later wholesale requisitions and 
occupations of Greek properties of that city were carried 
out.® 

To the complaints of the Greek delegation the Turkish 
delegation replied by various assertions: first, that these meas- 
ures were not in violation of article 16 of the Convention; 
next, that any 'mistakes’ made by the local authorities would 
be redressed; and that, at any rate, only empty houses had 
been occupied. On the rejoinder of the Greek delegation that 
there were no empty houses in Constantinople and that the 
Commission had decided that no requisitions should be al- 
lowed after October 7, 1923, the Turkish members of the Com- 
mission replied that the cases were isolated, and that there 
was the precedent of the occupation of Turkish homes in 
Western Thrace for the shelter of refugees. 

The latter occupation had at least the justification of the 
need of finding shelter for tens of thousands of refugees who 
had swarmed into the country. The Greeks contended that 
there was enough room in the homes left by 1 .500,000 Greek 

» ProoSs-Verbaux, i, 17th meet., November 16, 1923. 

’’ Proc^yeibaux, iii, 44th meet., March IS, 1924 

®Proo6s-Veibaux, iv, 66th meet. May 27, 1924, and annexes IV and V. 
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refugees to house 350,000 Moslem emigrants from Greece. 
It is true that a number of villages in Asia Minor were de- 
stroyed during the military operations and in the flight of 
the Greek army, but still there was not such a dearth of homes 
in Turkey as to compel the Turkish authorities to occupy the 
homes at Constantinople of Greeks exempt from the ex- 
change. 

In the tour of inspection undertaken by the Mixed Com- 
mission in the beginning of 1924, the situation in Western 
Thrace and at Constantinople was investigated. Mr. Papas, 
the Greek member, admitted frankly that the situation in 
Western Thrace needed improvement, and affirmed that the 
Greek government contemplated the transfer of thirty to 
forty thousand refugees from Western Thrace to other parts 
of Greece to relieve the Moslem inhabitants of that region, 
and also the payment of indemnities to the Moslems for the 
requisitioning of their movable and immovable properties. 
Tevfio Ruehdi Bey did not consider it necessary to add any- 
thing to "this frank and loyal statement" of his Greek col- 
league. In fact, 12,000 refugees were removed from Western 
Thrace in the following few months. An additional 8500 were 
removed from the district of Comotini durmg the month of 
December, 1924.® 

§ 319. Application of general laws. This did not fully 
satisfy the demands of the Turks. Greece in the meantime 
sought to extend to Western Thrace the application of the 
general Agrarian Law, which provided for the expropriation 
of large rural estates for the settlement of refugees and land- 
less cultivators. This was declared by the Turkish delegation 
to be a violation of article 16 of the Convention, which pro- 
vided for the free enjoyment of their properties by the Mos- 
lem inhabitants of Western Thrace. The answer of the Greek 
delegation was that this stipulation could not make the Mos- 
lem inhabitants a superior class above the other Greek sub- 
jects. Any general laws, limiting the rights of property of all 
Greek citizens with a view to carrying out general social poli- 

“Proefesh-Terbaux, v, 82d meet., July 26, 1924; vii, 82d meet, January 6, 
1926. 
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cies, could very properly be applied against Moslems as against 
all other citizens. This reply was accepted by the Turkish 
delegation, with the declaration that it would insist on certain 
reservations.^® At a later meeting the Greek delegation af- 
firmed that the Greek government did not intend to apply the 
Agrarian Law to 'Moslems in Western Thrace.'^ This seemed 
wise, whatever rhe s-rictly legal aspect of the question might 
be. 

The same question of the application of general laws to 
the minorities came up when a Greek, not subject to ex- 
change, was arrested by the Turkish authorities at Constanti- 
nople to be deported to Greece. He was a Turkish national, 
and the Turkish delegation declared that the deportation of 
this Greek was made in application of a general law in Turkey. 
The neutral member, Mr. Widding, expressed his astonish- 
ment at this deportation, as he was unaware of any modem 
constitution which allowed the deportation from a country of 
its own nationals. Mr. Pallis, a Greek member of the Commis- 
sion, remarked that the municipal law could not be applied 
to non-exchangeable minorities, except in so far as it was not 
in opposition to the Convention, and that a privilege existed, 
in effect, in favor of such persons if the application of a gen- 
eral law would render impossible the enjoyment of rights 
secured by the Convention. Sound as this might appear, polit- 
ically if not legally, it did not tally with the position the 
Greek delegation had taken in the application of general laws 
in Western Thrace. This incident may serve to show that con- 
tinuity and unity in the position of the Greek delegation were 
sometimes lacking. Shrewd Tevfic Ruchdi Bey took note of 
Mr. Pallis’s declaration, and undertook to ask the Governor 
of Constantinople to release the Greek in question.^® 

§ 320. Intervention of the Council of the League. In the 
meantime the treatment of the Greek population at Constanti- 
nople became worse and worse, and the Greek government 
brought up this question before the Council of the League of 
Nations in October, 1924. The Council believed that it could 

Prooes-Verbaux, iv, 63d meet., May 16, 1924. 

^ ProoSs-Verbaux, iv, 54tlx meet., May 21, 1924 
la Proofts-Verbaux, vi, 75th meet., October 26, 1924. 
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not take a decision on the treatment of these minorities until 
it was more fully informed, and asked the two governments 
to send full statementfis to the Secretary-General.^® 

On December 5, the Council received a memorandum from 
the Greek government on the question of the Turkish minor- 
ity in Western Thrace and another from the same source on 
the Greek minority in Constantinople. On December 10, the 
Turkish government sent a long report. As these could not 
be distributed in time for the December session of the Coun- 
cil, the matter came up at its session of March, 1925. In the 
meantime the two governments submitted new memoranda.^^ 
The report of Viscount Ishii, adopted by the Council on 
March 13, 1925, proposed that the three neutral members of 
the Mixed Commission be requested to undertake, on behalf 
of the League of Nations, an inquiry as to the position of the 
two minorities as regards their rights under article 16 of the 
Convention concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish 
Populations.^® 

Two neutral members, Mr. Ekstrand and General de Lara, 
undertook to carry out the inquiry in Western Thrace. Ac- 
companied by a Greek and a Turkish representative, they 
went to Thrace in the beginning of April, 1925.’-® 

The neutral members completed their inquiry in Western 
Thrace and returned to Constantinople in May, 1925, to make 
a similar inquiry as to the situation of the Greek minority in 
that city. But they were "unable to obtain from the local au- 
thorities at Constantinople the information required for the 
completion” of their report, and were not in a position to send 
a report to the Council at its sessions of June and September, 
1926.^'' Later the Secretary-General received a letter, dated 
December 10, 1926, from the representatives of Greece and 
of Turkey, informing him that the two governments were en- 
gaged in negotiations for the settlement of the questions on 

League of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1924, p. 1670. 
w League of Nations, Doo.C.767.1924.VII; C.136.1926.Vli; C.134.1926,Vn; 
0,773.1924.1; 0.773.1024711; 0 774.19241; C.130.1925.I. 

1“ League of Nationa, Official Journal, April, 1926, pp. 462-463, 557-668, 
i« Proo^Verbaux, vii, 90th meet., March 31, 1926. 

” League of Nations, Official Jourml, July, 19M, p. 854; October, 1925, 
p. 1427. 
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which they had appealed to the Council, and that they were 
agreed in requesting the Council to suspend the procedure un- 
til they should again make an application to the Council.^'’ 

§ 321. Report of the neutt^ members. The Report pre- 
pared by the neutral members, dated November 29, 1926, was, 
however, communicated to the two governments. The writer 
had the opportunity to see this report, of which the general 
effect is as follows: 

The investigation was limited to the following questions: 
right to remain in the country; right to return there; liberty 
to move outside the regions excepted from the exchange; free 
enjoyment of the right of property; right to freely dispose of 
property; and right to leave Turkey or Greece. 

With regard to the Moslem minority in Western Thrace, 
the neutral members came into contact with the population; 
they visited all the districts and many localities; they ac- 
cepted some huirdreds of petitions from the hands of inter- 
ested parties; and they verified the statistics and information 
furnished by the local Greek authorities. Concerning the rights 
of the Moslems to remain in the country, to return there, 
and to enjoy freely their liberties, the report stated that all 
these were fully respected. No case of expulsion was brought 
to the knowledge of the reporters. No case was found in which 
the return of a Moslem inhabitant absent from Western 
Thrace was prohibited by the Greek authorities. The freedom 
of circulation of Moslems within the territory of Greece was 
also entirely unrestricted. On the other hand, the right of the 
Moslem inhabitants to leave Greece was well recognized. The 
right freely to sell properties was restricted only so far as 
large rural estates were concerned. 

The right of free and undisturbed enjoyment of their prop- 
erties was the only right of the Moslem population of West- 
ern Thrace that had not been respected, a situation which 
dated from the autumn of 1922, the time of the first arrival 
of refugees in Greece. The restrictions in this connection took 
the form of seizures, requisitions, expropriations, and forced 
sharing of habitations. Cattle, cereals, agricultural implements, 
League of Nations, OJiaial Journal, Pebruaiy, 1926, p. 160. 
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and seed wore requisitioned by the Govormuout. Building 
lands were expropriated for the purpose of erecting houses for 
the refugees. 

However, the forced cohabitation in Moslem homes of 
Turks with Greek refugees was certainly the greatest evil suf- 
fered by the former, in view of their religious and family 
traditions, which made the Moslem home a place particularly 
unsuitable for the dwelling together of people of two different 
religions. This single inconvenience was so serious to the Mos- 
lem inhabitants of Western Thrace that there was a disposi- 
tion among them to leave this region and go to Turkey. Added 
to this, there was a general feeling of uncertainty for the fu- 
ture, and the unpleasant realization that with the settlement 
of refugees in Western Thrace, the former Turkish majority 
became now a minority. 

At the time the neutral members of the Commission made 
their investigation in Western Thrace (March, 1925) Moslem 
properties occupied by the Government for the refugees were 
as follows; 

Rooms in Schools, mosques, Slremmata of 

Moslem houses and medreases land 

6927 42 22,169 

These figures were a great improvement over those of the 
end of 1922, when the refugees swarmed into Western Thrace. 
At that time the number of rooms occupied was 13,833, that 
of schools and mosques, 127, and the area of lands 100,153 
stremmata. The reduction in the number of rooms occupied 
by refugees in Moslem houses was brought about by the con- 
struction of new dwellings for the refugees, erected on laud 
expropriated from natives of Western Thrace, including Mos- 
lems. By March, 1926, a total of 6506 houses were either 
constructed or in process of construction, on land of which 
1896 streviTmta had been expropriated for this purpose from 
Moslems. The payment of indemnities on these expropriations 
was progressing. 

alremma is equivaleut to about a quarter of an acre. Only lands of 
small rural properties are included in this figure. Large rural estates are ex- 
cluded. 
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Large rural estates (tsifiiks), comprising lands of an area 
above 300 stremmata, and abandoned properties were also 
occupied by the government. An area of 204,331 stremmata 
from a total of 467,191 classified as large rural properties were 
occupied. Of these 123,640 belonged to landlords present in 
Western Thrace, while 80,691 stremmata were reckoned aban- 
doned properly, that is, property not in the possession of 
either the owners or tenants and not otherwise used. More- 
over, an area of 83,392 stremmata of small properties was 
also seized as abandoned property. 

The Greek government sought through the occupation of 
these large and abandoned properties and the construction of 
new houses to set free gradually all the rooms in Moslem 
homes occupied by refugees. The relief of the Moslems was 
also sought by a transfer of refugees from Western Thrace 
to other parts of Greece. The number of refugees in Western 
Thrace, which was 150,000, at the time of the signature of 
the Treaty of Lausanne, was reduced to 120,000 in February, 
1924, and to 85,000 in April. 1925. 

In addition, a law “on indemnities due for occupations 
made in Western Thrace” was promulgated in Greece on Janu- 
ary 10, 1925, which intrusted to special committees the de- 
termination of indemnities due for Moslem properties, mov- 
able or immovable, seized or occupied in Western Thrace 
since October, 1922, for the shelter of refugees. These commit- 
tees were formed of five naembers each, two of which were 
Moslems, one a state official, and one a judge. These commit- 
tees were established in January and February, 1925. The 
neutral members found that their work progressed satisfac- 
torily, the bases of indemnity appearing equitable. 

The second part of the report of the neutral members 
dealt with the Greek minority at Constantinople. The only 
rights secured, theoretically, to this minority by the Turkish 
authorities were those of remaining at Constantinople and 
of leaving Turkey. The “right to return” to Constantinople 
of non-exchangeable Greeks absent from the city was deter- 
mined by the Turkish law of July 2, 1924. The effect of this 
law was as follows; 
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The Greeks who left Constantinople with a regular Turkish 
passport may enter Turkey freely. Those who left the city without 
such a passport arc required to send a declaration, through the 
Turkish consulate of the place where they reside, to the Directorate 
of General Security. In case their declaration is truthful and their 
position as non-exchangeable is proved, they shall also be allowed 
to enter Turkey. 

These were the provisions of the law, which seemed liberal 
enough. In their application the case was different. There 
were, roughly, 40,000 Greeks from Constantinople residing in 
Greece and desirous of returning to that city. A delegation of 
these Greeks complained to the neutral members of the Com- 
mission that, although hundreds of applications had been 
filed with the Turkish consulates in Greece under the above 
law by persons who had left Constantinople without regular 
passports, only five permissions to return had been granted. 

The neutral members of the Commission, in order to test 
this allegation, asked of the Turkish authorities information 
on the following data; the number of applications filed by 
Greeks absent from Constantinople who had left the city 
with or without regular Turkish passports; and the number of 
permissions to return granted to these two categories of 
Greeks. The official Turkish reply, dated October 27, 1926, 
declared that the furnishing of these figures would require 
long investigations, which for the time being rendered their 
communication impossible. From a case before the Mixed 
Commission, it appeared that not only people absent from 
Constantinople prior to the coining into effect of the Con- 
vention, but even those who left later and with regular pass- 
ports were forbidden reentry into Turkey, This case concerned 
fifty persons.®® 

The right to travel within the territory of Turkey and 

_ao See this case jm Proems- Vorbaux, ix, 101st meet., Pebraai'y 22, 1026, The 
action of the Turkish authorities in tms case was not only in violation of the 
Convention^ but also manifested bad faith towards the persons in question, 
who Were given regular passports by the authorities of Constantinople in the 
summer of 1925 and were thus led to believe that they would be allowed to 
return. The Piesident of the Commission proposed to addiess to the Turkish 
government the request to pennit these persons to return to Turkey. The 
Turkidi member, Ch^i Bey, remarked that this would be interference; and 
the President, unwilling to go further, adjourned the meeting. 



TREATMENT OF MINORITIES 487 

outside the limits of Constantinople, although theoretically 
unrestricted by any law, was not given effect in practice, 
since permission to travel was not granted to Greeks by the 
police of Constantinople, such permission being necessary un- 
der Turkish regulations for travel in the interior of Turkey. 
Thus these people were in a sense imprisoned in Constanti- 
nople. 

With regard to the free enjoyment of their properties by 
the Greeks of Constantinople, the report stated the situation 
as follows: 

1. Properties situated in Constantinople belonging to 
Greeks who were Turkish subjects and present at Constanti- 
nople remained, generally speaking, in the free enjoyment of 
their owners. 

2. Properties situated in Constantinople belonging to 
Greeks who were Turkish subjects and absent from Constanti- 
nople were, as a rule, seized by the Turkish government, 
which sold the movable property found therein and coUecled 
aU their revenues. It was reported to the neutral members 
that movable property on the estates of absent Greeks was 
sold at absurd prices. 

3. Properties situated outside the zone of Constantinople 
and belonging to non-exchangeable Greeks of Constantinople, 
whether or not present in the city, were seized by the Turkish 
authorities for the settlement of Moslem refugees from 
Greece. On the inquiry of the neutral members why these 
measures were taken, the Turkish authorities replied that 
possibly mistakes had been made. The explanation was inad- 
missible inasmuch as all the movable and immovable prop- 
erty of this category had been seized by the Turkish au- 
thorities. 

•The right of disposing of their properties, though recog- 
nized in law, could in practice rarely be exercised by the 
Greeks of Constantinople. First, absent Greeks of Constanti- 
nople of course could not dispose of their properties by trans- 
fer, as these properties had been seized by the Turkish govern- 
ment, Second, Greeks present at Constantinople could only 
dispose of their property if they were recognized as non-ex- 
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changeable. In fact, out of a total of nearly 100,000 Greeks 
present at Constantinople, no one was oflSicially so recognized 
until the end of 1926, and a few thousands only were given 
certificates of non-exchangeability in the following two or 
three years. 

Sometime in August, 1926, the famous Greek Literary 
Club of Constantinople, whose membership was formed of 
Greeks from Constantinople exempt from the exchange, was 
dissolved by the Turkish authorities for its alleged political 
activity. Protending that the property of such associations 
passed to the state on their dissolution, the Turkish authori- 
ties, early in September, 1925, seized the library of the Club, 
a most valuable and large collection, and sent the books to an 
"unknown destination.” 

§ 322. Agreement of Angora. While this was the situation 
in the spring and summer of 1925, to which the above report 
of November 29, 1925, by the neutral members of the Com- 
mission referred, there was concluded in June, 1926, the 
Agreement of Angora, described in another place.^® The dif- 
ficulties encountered in the execution of this Agreement are 
also noted below. The principal of these difl&culties was the 
refusal of the neutral members to adopt the draft decision 
agreed upon by the two governments, which, in particular, 
was in disagreement with article 16 of the Convention, con- 
cerning the rights of Greeks of Constantinople. In this connec- 
tion, when a delegation of Greeks absent from Constantinople 
sent a memorandum on July 14, 1925, to the Mixed Commis- 
sion protesting against the Agreement of Angora, a reply was 
sent by the Secretary-General, in the name of the Mixed 
Commission, to the effect that it had no power to pass judg- 
ment upon subsequent agreements entered into by the two 
governments the executioir of which should be intrusted to 
it.2* 

§ 323. Continued seizures at Constantinople. In the first 
months of 1926, in view of the deadlock reached in the nego- 
tiations between the two governments, the Turks used again 

“iProofes-Verbaus, viii, 95tih meet., September 19, 1925. 

2* See infra, § 331. 

2 * Proefe^Verbaux, viii, 93d meet., August 16, 1926. 
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the weapon of seizures of properties of Greeks of Constanti- 
nople as a means of compelling the Greek government to 
yield to the Turkish demands. As soon as a Greek left Con- 
stantinople for a trip abroad, although with a regular Turkish 
passport, he was considered as absent and his property was 
seized as ‘abandoned.’ The Greek delegation deluged the 
Mixed Commission with notes and protests relating to such 
seizures.^'* The Turkish delegation replied that the law on 
abandoned properties did not contravene the Convention, in- 
asmuch as article 16 had not yet been interpreted by the 
Commission, and that, at any rate, the occupation of such 
properties of Greeks were reprisals for the occupation of 
Turkish properties in Western Thrace for the shelter of 
refugees. 

The neutral members followed these recriminations be- 
tween the two delegations without taking any position on the 
legal side of the questions involved. They stated that they 
were not in a position to declare themselves, and that article 
16 of the Convention had not found an interpretation satis- 
factory to both parties. They also referred the notes and pro- 
tests to a Section, to be buried among heaps of documents. 
Their constant desire was to find “a solution capable of satis- 
fying the two interested parties." 

§ 324. Turkish Law of March 12, 1926. In the meantime 
the National Assembly of Turkey passed a law on March 12, 
1926, by the terms of which the immovable property of non- 
exchangeable persons, seized by the Turkish government and 
used for the settlement of Turkish emigrants, was to be con- 
sidered as in the full ownership of such emigrants. The Presi- 
dent of the Greek delegation, Mr. Papas, on asking an ex- 
planation of this law from lire Turkish Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, Tevfic Ruchdi Bey, received the assurance that 
the law did not concern at all the Greeks absent from 
Constantinople, although certain immovable properties of 
these Greeks had been used for the settlement of Turkish 
emigrants. This assurance of the Turkish Minister was 

**Proc6a-Verbaijx, ix, 99th to 106th meetings. 

aoProcfes-Vei'baiix, ix, 103d meet,, February 24, 1926. 
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communicated to the Mixed Commission by a note of Mr. 
Papas.^® 

§ 325. Improvement in Western Thrace. On February 27, 
1926, in view of the repeated complaints of the Turkish dele- 
gation as to alleged violations of the Convention by the Greek 
authorities in Western Thrace, and the protests of the Greek 
delegation that, on the contrary, the situation in that region 
had been greatly improved by the progressive permanent set- 
tlement of the refugees in new villages and homes, it was 
agreed that the Sub-Commission in that region be instructed 
by the Mixed Commission to make a complete inquiry con- 
cerning the present condition of the Turkish population and 
to report to the Mixed Commission. This inquiry was not un- 
dertaken by the Sub-Commission, the Turkish member re- 
fusing to join in the investigation and alleging that he had 
asked instructions from the Turkish delegation on the Mixed 
Commission. These instructions never came, and the President 
of the Sub-Commission had to report on July 5, 1926, or four 
months later, to the Mixed Commission that the Sub-Com- 
mission was unable to comply with the instruction.®’ 

A little later, the Turkish delegation, alleging that it no 
longer had confidence in the President of the Sub-Commis- 
sion of Western Thrace, Mr. Sliben, asked that his services 
be dispensed with.®® Mr. Sliben submitted his resignation. 
This was accepted by the Mixed Commission. The Greek 
delegation, however, declined to accept the principle that a 
neutral must go as soon as one of the two delegations declared 
that it no longer had confidence in him. At this time, Novem- 
ber 17, 1926, the two governments were on the point of sign- 
ing the Agreement of Athens and there was no desire to push 
matters to an extremity. Furthermore, Mr. Sliben had de- 
clared that, whatever the decision of the Commission should 
be, he would retire. 

§ 326. Situation in Constantinople after the Agreement 
of Athens. Fresh promises of a settlement of all difficulties 
in Western Thrace and Constantinople were held out by the 

»« Ptoo^Verbaux, ix, 107th meet., April 21, 1926. 
sr ProoJSs-Verbaux, x, 111th meet., July 16, 1926. 
as Proofee-Verbaux, x, 114tli meet., November l7, 1936. 
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Agreement signed at Athens on December 1, 1926, and Deci- 
sions XXVII and XXVIII, adopted by the Mixed Commission 
on March 19, 1927, in pursuance thereof. Decision XXVIII 
in particular was intended to give effect to article 16 of the 
Convention. As is seen in another chapter,-'* the Greek gov- 
ernment showed a clear intention of fulfilling its obligations 
in Western Thrace by evacuating all occupied Moslem prop- 
erties and communicating to the Commission the list of 
properties it intended to purchase for the settlement of the 
refugees. 

The Turkish government did not follow the example of 
the Greek, claiming that Greece failed to execute her obliga- 
tions under the Agreement of Athens on Properties. Indeed, 
the Turkish government increased the restrictions upon the 
rights of Greeks in Constantinople in order to bring pressure 
on the Greek government. 

At the meeting of July 18, 1928, the Greek delegation 
called once more the attention of the Mixed Commission to 
the “pitiful situation” created by the Turkish government 
for the Greek population of Constantinople. Beside the seiz- 
ures of their properties outside the zone of Constantinople, the 
prohibition of their joumejdng in the interior of Turkey or 
of travelling abroad, new prohibitions and difficulties were 
created. These Greeks were not allowed to marry, under the 
pretext that they had not regulated their position from the 
point of view of exchange. It should be recalled that only a 
few thousand Greeks of Constantinople had been given certi- 
ficates of “non-exchangeability.” No good reason appeared 
why Greeks who had not yet obtained such certificates should 
be denied the right to celebrate their marriage. This prohibi- 
tion, added to that of going abroad, often created tragic situ- 
ations, so the Greek delegation declared. 

Persons having to leave Turkey were compelled either to 
go without passports or to pretend that they were exchange- 
able, and in both cases their properties were seized by the 
Turkish government. They were not permitted to transfer such 

as See infra, p. 519, 
saProo&^Verbavx, 164th meeting. 
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properties to third persons before their departure. In addi- 
tion, Greeks, Turkish subjects, were either legally or by ad- 
niiuislrative measures precluded from engaging in certain pro- 
fessions or employments, which was a new reason why people 
should wish to leave tlie city at any price and to seek a gainful 
occupation abroad. 

To these restrictions must be added the continuous effort 
of the Turkish authorities to exercise a pressure on the spirit- 
ual and intellectual life of the Greek population. Many 
Greek schools wore closed, and the education in the schools 
remaining open was either rendered difficult by the lack of 
financial resources or had to be made mostly in the Turkish 
language. 

Thus, the whole tendency of the prohibitions, restrictions, 
etc., on the Greek population of Constantinople was to cause 
this population to leave Constantinople at any price, and 
bring about the result that the Turkish delegation at the 
Conference of Lausanne had energetically sought, that is, the 
inclusion of the Greeks of Constantinople in the compulsory 
exchange. 

At the above meeting of July 18, 1928, the Turkish delega- 
tion, replying to the Greek complaints, drew the attention of 
the Commission to the incomparably more "pitiful situation” 
of the Moslem population of Western Thrace who were dis- 
possessed of their properties. This provoked the remark of 
the Greek delegation that if an analogy was to be sought for 
the occupation of Moslem properties in Thrace it was to be 
found in the seizure of all properties without exception of 
Greeks of Constantinople situated outside of Constantinople, 

§ 327. Investigation in Western Thrace in 1928. Subse- 
quently, the Turkish delegation, as a diversion, insisted vigor- 
ously on the transfer of the Mixed Commission to Western 
Thrace, so that it might be in the midst of the Moslem popu- 
lation of that region. It alleged that the condition of the 
Moslems in Western Thrace had become intolerable and that 
the presence of the Mixed Commission there was necessary. 
However, there was a Sub-Commission stationed in Western 
Thrace, and its reports were that the situation there was 
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progressively improving. The Mixed Commission, unwilling 
to transfer its seat to Western Thrace, decided to give partial 
satisfaction to the Turkish demand by sending a Mixed Dele- 
gation of the Commission to make an investigation there. 

This Delegation, under the chairmanship of Mr. Ilolstad, 
began its investigation in Western Thrace on November 8, 
1928, and rendered its report to the Mixed Commission on 
December 17, 1928. The substance of this report was as fol- 
lows; 

The Mixed Delegation received the statements of the 
Moslem inhabitants of Western Thrace and also of officials 
of the Greek government, and made personal visits and inves- 
tigations in certain localities. The conclusions of the report 
were that; 

1. The seizure of houses and cohabitation of refugees and 
Moslem natives had come almost to an end. 

2. The seizure of small rural properties had also been ter- 
minated wholly or in great part. 

3. Rentals and other indemnities were being paid for such 
seizures. 

4. Large rural estates occupied for the settlement of refu- 
gees were being bought from their owners by the government. 

5. The National Bank of Greece had advanced large sums 
of money, as loans, to Moslem farmers. 

The following things remained to be done by the Greek 
government: 

1. Payment to all the Turks of rental for requisitions of 
houses and lands. 

2. Payment to all the Turks of an indemnity for requisi- 
tions of food, livestock, and agricultural implements. 

3. The appraisal of seized large rural estates not restored 
to their owners. 

4. The restoration of properties which were not to be 
acquired. 

All this seemed to indicate a very decisive improvement 
of the lot of the Moslem population in Thrace, following the 
progressive settlement of the refugees in this region. There 
were 17,000 families of such refugees in Western Thrace, set- 
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tied at the time of the report in 208 villages. Of those, 103 
villages were created on land belonging to the state, on large 
rural estates bought or requisitioned by the government, and 
on land of abandoned Moslem villages. The families of 52 
villages were settled in Bulgarian villages whose inhabitants 
had emigrated to Bulgaria, and the families of 53 villages were 
settled on pasture land and on land of Turkish villages par- 
tially evacuated. It was the use of part of the pasture lands 
for the settlement of refugees that was especially resented 
by the Moslem population. This was an unavoidable measure. 
Most of this land had been little used, and the government 
had to see that all waste was avoided and that all the native 
population was satisfied with a smaller area under more in- 
tensive cultivation. This situation was created all over Greece 
by the settlement of the refugees. 

During this investigation in Western Thrace, the Turkish 
delegation sought to bring before the Mixed Delegation mat- 
ters which the Greek delegation considered outside the com- 
petence of the Mixed Commission. Thus, it was complained 
that the son of a Moslem woman was not accepted in a Mos- 
lem school by the Moslem school conunittee because he wore 
a hat instead of the traditional Turkish fez. From this it was 
argued that the Greek authorities were favoring the conserva- 
tive element among the Moslems, which was opposed to the 
innovations introduced by the new rulers of Turkey. It would 
seem also that the Turkish members of the investigating 
Mixed Delegation manifested a too unrestrained activity in 
Western Thrace, going into the caf6s of Moslem villages and 
questioning Moslems in the streets, with a view to extracting 
possible complaints against the Greek authorities and in- 
directly manufacturing than for presentation before the 
Mixed Delegation. The Greek members objected to this prac- 
tice, declaring it to be ‘incorrect,’ and as a result the work of 
the Mixed Delegation had to be broken up for some time.*^ 

In the opinion of a neutral, as disclosed to the present 
writer, the whole discussion on conditions in Western Thrace, 
including the visit there, was the usual sort of filibuster re- 
Special report by Mr. Holstad, dated December 19, 1928. 
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sorted to by the Turkish delegation to prevent any work 
being done. In his opinion, there was nothing in Western 
Thrace to complain of. If there was a partiality on the part of 
the administration in favor of the conservative element among 
the Moslem population, rather than in favor of the liberal 
element which followed the innovations of the present rulers 
in Turkey, this was hardly a question of minority protection, 
and certainly was entirely outside the competence of the 
Commission. The result, however, was that for six whole 
months after the visit to Thrace, in the neutral member's 
admission, "the Commission was unable to do any work, for 
the Turks would talk about nothing else but Thrace.” 



CHAPTER XXVI 


NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN THE TWO GOVERN- 
MENTS, 1923-1926 

§ 328 Failure to execute the Convention and othci Acts ol Lausanne. 

5 329. Inability of the Commission to seciiio execution 

S 330 Fust peiiod of negotiations (Januaiy-boptembei, 1924) 

§331 Second peiiod of negotiations (Apiil-June, 1925). 

§ 332 Third peiiod of negotiations (Febiuaiy-December, 1926) 

§ 328. Failure to execute the Convention and other Acts 
of Lausanne. From the first meetings of the Commission, in 
October, 1923, the two delegations made recriminations against 
each other for the failure to execute the Convention. The 
Greeks first complained that the able-bodied men who, accord- 
ing to the Protocol of January 30, 1923, annexed to the Con- 
vention for exchange, were to be released by the Turkish gov- 
ernment on the signature of the Treaty of Peace on July 
24, 1923, were still detained in Asia Minor. Then the Turks 
complained that movable and immovable property of Mos- 
lems who were to emigrate was being seized by the Greek au- 
thorities in Macedonia and Thrace. The Greeks responded 
that properties of Greeks in Constantinople were being seized 
by the Turkish authorities contrary to the provisions of the 
Convention, Later, the restitution of Moslem properties pro- 
vided for in the Declaration as to Moslem Properties in Greece 
was not carried out. 

Mr, Papas, in the meeting of November 16, 1923, noted 
rightly that the recriminations on both sides did not much 
improve the situation and did not advance the prestige of the 
Commission. The efforts made by the two governments, he ad- 
mitted, were half-hearted and had not the support of the Com- 
mission.^ In this he spoke the whole truth. The half-hearted- 
ness of the two governments and the lack of initiative and 

iProcfea-Verbaux, i, 17th meet., November 16 and 17, 1928. 
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courage on the part of the Mixed Coinim&sion caused the fail- 
ure to execute the Convention, as well as the subsequent agree- 
ments and the decisions of the Commission. It may be added 
that the second of these reasons was the most serious. For, 
as the two governments perceived the lack of courage on the 
part of the Commission, they were encouraged in their atti- 
tude. Had they been confronted from the beginning with a 
different attitude on the part of the Commission, doubtless 
they would have realized that they must change their methods. 

§ 329. Inability of the Commission to secure execution. 
The inability of the Commission to take a courageous attitude 
appeared very early. In November, 1923, a flagrant violation 
of the decisions of the Commission was reported. The furniture 
of the Hotel Pera Palace in Constantinople, the property of a 
Greek subject to exchange, was seized for non-payment of 
taxes, although the Commission had decided that all collec- 
tions of taxes were to be suspended. It would have been easy 
for the Commission to decide that this was in violation of its 
decisions and to invite the Turkish government to invalidate 
the seizure. Instead, the neutral members referred the ques- 
tion for solution to the Presidents of the two delegations and 
held back from taking a decision.® 

The Mixed Commission had so little sense of its authority 
that it heard, without protest, the threat of one of the delega- 
tions to take exceptional measures in violation of the Conven- 
tion.® By December, 1923, it became clear that the emigration 
of Moslems from Greece could not be made in a slow and 
gradual manner. One million Greek refugees had swarmed into 
the villages and towns of Greece and necessarily had incon- 
venienced the Moslem natives more than other natives. Natur- 
ally the lodging of Greek refugees with Moslem natives could 
not be agreeable. The latter preferred to leave for Turkey as 
early as possible. It seemed then that the original figure of 
150,000 Moslems to leave before May, 1924, might be ex- 
ceeded. The Turkish delegation then threatened that the Turk- 
ish government would forthwith take exceptional measures 

*Piocfes-Vetbavx, i, 20th meet,, November 27, 1923 (Mr. Widding's pio- 
posal). ^ 

•Proefes-Verbaux, i, 22d meet., Decemboi 7, 1923. 
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against the Greeks of Constantinople. Now, these measures 
were not at all made necessary by the nature of things, as was 
the requisition of properties or houses in Greece. Hero were 
a million people to be fed and sheltered. In Turkey there were 
available not only innumerable places in Asia Minor vacated 
by the Greeks, but the whole of Eastern Thrace, whence 250,- 
000 Greeks had departed, and which had not been the field of 
military operations. The requisitioning, therefore, at Constan- 
tinople of the homes of Greeks exempted from the exchange 
was entirely unjustified. It was simply intended to compel the 
Greeks to leave Constantinople. As no other basis could be 
found for compulsion, the pretext was found in the possibil- 
ity of a larger emigration of Turks before May, 1924, than had 
been originally anticipated. 

In view of this threat, Mr. Papas asked the Commission to 
take a position. Mr. Widding remarked that it was not possible 
to discuss measures which the governments were to take, since 
they were not yet taken. This was fallacious and absurd. Once 
the threatened exceptional measures were taken any decision 
thereon would be merely academic. When would be a better 
time for the Commission to act than when an open threat was 
addressed to it of measures to be taken against the provisions 
of the Convention? 

On another occasion * the Greek delegation complained 
of the expulsion of the Greeks of Kaisariyeh from their homes. 
This took place in January, 1924, although the departure of 
Greeks from Asia Minor was to begin on May 1, 1924. The 
Turkish delegation intimated lhat this expulsion might be in 
reprisal for the act of the Greek authorities in compelling some 
Turkish families in Niaoussa, Macedonia, who had chosen the 
Turkish nationality under the Treaty of Athens of 1913, to 
leave the Greek territory. It was pointed out by Mr. Pallis 
that reprisals could not be a means of executing the Conven- 
tion so long as the Mixed Commission was in being to super- 
vise the carrying out of its stipulations, since otherwise the 
Commission had no reason for existence. The neutral members 
again refrained from taking a stand on this important issue. 

** Proofes-Verbaux, ii, 34th meet., February 1, 1924. 
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The Mixed Commission showed a complete incapacity to 
deal with situations as they arose. In March, 1924, the Sub- 
Commission of Mersma sent a telegram describing the sad con- 
dition of the emigrants concentrated in this city, and asking 
authorization to buy flour for their relief. The Turkish dele- 
gation declared that it had asked for information as to the 
state of these emigrants. Thereupon the Mixed Commission 
decided to wait for the information expected by the delega- 
tion, instead of coming forthwith to the assistance of the starv- 
ing population on the ground of the information furnished by 
its own agency, the Sub-Commission.® 

In several instances the President of the Mixed Commis- 
sion pointed out that the Turkish authorities ignored the de- 
cisions of the Mixed Commission.® The Turkish delegation 
protested against this remark, alleging that all the decisions of 
the Mixed Commission were translated and communicated to 
the local authorities. The fact remained, the President of the 
Commission said, that the Sub-Commissions reported that the 
Governors of Turkish provinces ignored the decisions. In fact, 
the Greek delegation produced a list of ninety-six cases in 
which movable property of Greeks was seized and sold at pub- 
lic auction by the Turkish authorities by virtue of the law of 
abandoned properties, although these Greeks were in Turkish 
territory and Decision No, XV of the Conunission expressly 
made this law inapplicable in such cases.’’ The Sub-Commis- 
sions continued to report that this decision was ignored by the 
Turkish authorities.® 

The inability of the Commission to intervene successfully 
in favor of the Greeks of Constantinople is described in an- 
other place.® The incident of Pendik, which was called ‘'a slap 
in the face of the Commission,” is outlined above.^“ There 
were numerous meetings of the Commission where reports of 
the Sub-Commissions in Turkey announced violations of deci- 

' Proefes-Verbaux, iii, 41st meet., March 10, 1024. 

“ Proe6s-Verbaux, iv, 56th meet.. May 27, 1924; v., 63d meet., August 2, 
1924. 

’’ Prooes-Verbaux, iv, 55th meet., May 27, 1924, annexes I and 11. 

* Proofes-Verbeux, v, 63d meet., August 2, 1924. 

” See supra, p. 404. 

10 See supra, p. 431. 
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sions of the Commission by the Turkish authorities and where 
no action was taken by the Commission.^^ The latter found it 
impossible to devise a way to obtain the execution of its deci- 
sions for the restoration of bank deposits and strongboxes to 
refugees from Turkey, or of the obligation of Greece to in- 
demnify the Moslems of Western Thrace for requisitions and 
occupations of their properties. There were failures on the 
part of both governments to execute their obligations, each 
failure of the one having as reason another failure on the part 
of the other. To this vicious circle the Commission failed to put 
an end. 

In conclusion, it may be said without hesitation that the 
Mixed Commission refused to “have full powers to take meas- 
ures necessitated by the execution of the Convention” ; nor did 
it “decide all questions to which the Convention might give 
rise,” as article 12 provided. Hardly any question of primary 
importance was ever decided by the Mixed Commission. Only 
secondary matters and details of execution were the subjects 
of its deliberations and resolutions. For the rest, the Commis- 
sion merely recorded agreements reached between the two 
delegations or between the two governments. From the be- 
ginning, outside the frame of the Commission, the two govern- 
ments carried on negotiations for the solution of all questions 
on which a disagreement was recorded in meetings of the 
Commission. 

These negotiations, beginning in the last part of 1923, 
brought a definite result in the Agreement of Athens of De- 
cember 1, 1926, after passing through three periods which are 
described hereafter. 

§ 330. First period of negotiations (January-September, 
1924). Following an exchange of views, it was agreed between 
the two governments by an exchange of notes at Angora in 
January, 1924, that articles 65 and 66 of the Treaty of Peace 
and the Declaration as to Moslem Properties in Greece were 
to be put into force, regardless of the fact that the Treaty 
had not yet come into effect.^® Thus the two governments un- 

iiProcfes-Verbaux, v, 60th meet., July 19, 1924; 61st meet., July 22, 1924. 

“The commg into effect of the Treaty was subject to the deposit of 
ratiheations at Parie by Great Britain, France, Italy, Japan (or three of 
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dertook to restore mutually to Turkish subjects iu Greece and 
Greek subjects in Turkey their immovable properties which 
had become the subject of exceptional measures against enemy 
property during the war. 

The execution of this agreement met with serious difficul- 
ties in Greece. Most of the landed estates of Turkish subjects 
had been used by the government for the shelter of refugees 
or the settlement of cultivators. Friction resulted thereupon 
between the two governments. Turkey resorted to reprisals in 
April, 1924, and ceased to restore to Greek subjects their prop- 
erties in Asia Minor.^® 

The Greek government, desirous to carry out its obligation 
and at the same time unable to remove the refugees from the 
landed estates of Turkish subjects, conceived the idea of pur- 
chasing such estates. The Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. 
Roussos, made concrete proposals to this effect in May, 1924, 
to Tevfic Ruchdi Bey, the first Turkish delegate on the Mixed 
Commission, who was then going to Angora. On his return to 
Athena in June, 1924, Tevfic Ruchdi Bey communicated to the 
Greek government the consent in principle of the government 
of Angora to the Greek proposals. Negotiations towards the 
conclusion of an agreement on this basis were begun forthwith 
between Tevfic Ruchdi Bey and Mr. Papas, President of the 
Greek delegation in the Mixed Commission. 

At this time, representatives of the Greeks of Constanti- 
nople who had left that city asked the Greek government that 
the negotiators should also consider the execution of article 16 
of the Convention and their rights under it, namely, their re- 
turn to Constantinople and the restoration of their properties 
to them. Mr. Papas succeeded in combining the two questions, 
and in July, 1924, two drafts were prepared : a draft agreement 
as to the properties of Turkish subjects in Greece and Greek 
subjects in Turkey, and a draft resolution to be taken by the 

them) and Tmkey. This did not take place until August 6, 1924. Greece de- 
posited her ratification of the Treaty on February 11, 1924, and Turkey on 
March 31, 1924. See League of Nations, Treaty Seiies, xxviii, p. 12. 

« Verbal Note of the Turkish government to the Minister of Greece at 
Angora, Mr. J. Politis, under date of April 14, 1924. 
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Mixed C’ommiasion for the execution of article 16 of the Con- 
vent iond"' 

The first provided that the landed properties occupied by 
refugees or cultivators or indispensable for the settlement of 
refugees could be acquired by the Greek government on pay- 
ment of an indemnity in cash. Provisions were made for the 
determination of this indemnity by local committees and ulti- 
mately by the Mixed Commission. All other properties were to 
be restored by the two governments, together with the reve- 
nues collected by them. This agreement was equitable for both 
parties. Greece had a clear obligation to return these proper- 
ties to their owners. Her inability to do so, by reason of the 
settlement of refugees and peasants on these properties, trans- 
formed her original obligation into an obligation to pay an 
indemnity in cash. 

It was agreed that the signature of this agreement was to 
coincide with the adoption by the Mixed Commission of the 
draft resolution on article 16. This provided as follows: 

1. The Greek government agreed to transfer gradually 
from Western Thrace a sufficient number of refugees occupy- 
ing the properties of Moslem inhabitants, and to establish the 
other refugees in properties belonging to the state or to be 
acquired by it. All requisitioned properties were to be evacu- 
ated and returned to the owners or their agents. The Greek 
government could expropriate such properties only under the 
conditions on which it was to purchase the properties of Turk- 
ish subjects in Greece by virtue of the above agreement; 
namely, the indemnity was to be fixed by local Greco-Turkish 
committees and ultimately by the Mixed Commission and to 
be paid in cash. 

2. All properties, movable or immovable, seized or placed 
under sequestration by the two governments in Constanti- 
nope and Western Thrace by reason of the departure of the 
proprietors who were non-exchangeable, were to be restored 
to the interested persons, who had the right to dispose freely of 
the same. 

These drafts are annexed to a letter to the Greek Miidsti’y of Foreign 
Ahairs by Mr. Papas under date of July 4, 1024. 
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3. The Moslem inhabitants of Western Thrace and the 
Greek inhabitants of Constantinople who were not subject to 
exchange and were now absent from these regions had the right 
to return there. The return was to be made gradually. Those to 
go back first were the wives and children whose husbands or 
parents were present in the aforesaid regions and the persons 
owning property or having the centre of their business there. 
In regard to those absent persons who in the meantime hod 
changed their nationality by complying with the laws of the 
country of their residence, the Mixed Commission was to sub- 
mit their cases to the two governments. 

4. The Moslem inhabitants of Western Thrace and the 
Greek inhabitants of Constantinople were to be paid an in- 
demnity by the respective governments for the requisitions, 
seizures, or sales of their movable property. 

The second and fourth paragraphs of this resolution need 
no comment. They were in conformity with the Convention. 
They did away, in particular, with the Turkish law on aban- 
doned property, under which many Greek properties in Con- 
stantinople had been seized by the Turkish authorities. The 
third paragraph solved in favor of Greece the very important 
question of the ‘absent’ Greeks of Constantinople, over 30,000 
in number, whose return to that city the Turkish government 
agreed to authorize, and secured to these persons the restora- 
tion of their properties. The first paragraph was wholly in 
favor of Turkey, but it was in conformity with article 16 of 
the Convention. The evacuation of the Turkish properties in 
Western Thrace occupied by refugees was considered possible 
by the Greek government at this time. In a telegram under 
date of February 10, 1924,^® Mr, Caphandaris, then Prime 
Minister, communicated to the Governor of Thrace the deci- 
sion of the government to transfer gradually 40,000 out of the 
100,000 refugees of Western Thrace to other parts of Greece. 
Concurrently with this gradual evacuation, the government 
intended to purchase large Turkish properties for the settle- 
ment of the remaining refugees. 

m This telogiam ww sent from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, League of 
Nations Section, and bears number of registration 2049. 
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These two drafts were approved by the Greek government 
within less than a week from the daie of their submission to 
it by Mr. Papas, subject to an agreement on the interpreta- 
tion of the word ‘established’ (etablis) in article 2 of the Con- 
vention and the permission to the Bank of Athens to continue 
its business at Constantinople.^® 

A month later, or in August, 1924, Mr. Papas and Tev- 
fic Ruchdi Bey proceeded to Angora to obtain the approval of 
the Turkish government. The draft agreement met with no 
objections from this source. The draft resolution, on the con- 
trary, did not seem likely to be adopted in the form in which 
it was drafted. In the meantime the Turkish government had 
promulgated the “Rules of travel in Turkey,” which made such 
restrictions and placed such obstacles to the return of Greeks 
‘absent’ from Constantinople that the drafting of paragraph 3 
of the above resolution needed to be amended, if the Greek 
government was to insure permission by the Turkish govern- 
ment to such persons to return to Constantinople. On the 
other hand, the Turkish government was unwilling to pay in- 
demnity to the Greeks of Constantinople for requisitions or 
seizures of movable property made during the World War 
and before the estabhshment of the Kemalist government at 
Constantinople. It also desired to limit the power of the Greek 
government to purchase lands of Moslem inhabitants in West- 
ern Thrace. 

These diflSculties, together with the dispute which arose 
about this time on the interpretation of the term ‘established’ 
in article 2 of the Convention,^'^ prevented the signature of the 
above draft agreement and resolution. The negotiations, how- 
ever, continued at Constantinople between Mr. Papas and 
Tevfic Ruchdi Bey, and with the assistance of the President of 
the Mixed Commission, Mr. Ekstrand, a new draft resolution 
was adopted on September 2, 1924.^® 

This new draft satisfied in certain respects the objections 

Telegram from the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs under date of 
July 10, IMd. 

See on this supra, p. 401. 

Draft annexed to Note No. 1616 of Sept. 2, 1924 by Mr. Papas, ad- 
dressed to the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
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formulated against the former draft by the Turkish govern- 
ment, The provision of the previous draft for the payment of 
indemnity to Greeks of Constantinople and Moslems of West- 
ern Thrace for requisitions and seizures of movable property 
was omitted. Since no provision to the contrary was made, the 
question was left open. The power of the Greek government 
to purchase or expropriate Moslem properties in Western 
Thrace was restricted. Small rural properties, not including 
Tchifliks, and urban properties could not be purchased by the 
Greek government except with the consent of the owners. 
Large rural properties might be purchased only “in so far as 
it was necessary to satisfy exceptional necessities and with the 
limitations required in order that the economic life of the na- 
tive population receive no injury.” The purchase was to be 
made by payment in cash, the amount of which was to be de- 
termined by local Greco-Turkish committees and ultimately 
by the Mixed Co mm i ss ion. 

By this time the dispute on the etablis caused the interven- 
tion of the Council of the League of Nations, described in a 
previous chapter,^® and brought about the interruption of the 
negotiations. Mr. Papas left the Mixed Commission at the end 
of September, 1924, by reason of illness, and Mr. Exintaris 
took his place. 

§ 331. Second period of negotiations (April-June, 1925). 
Following the interruption of the negotiations, and as a re- 
prisal for the insistence of the Greek Delegation on its inter- 
pretation of the term etablis, an interpretation concurred m 
by the three neutral members and confirmed later by the Per- 
manent Court of International Justice, the Turkish govern- 
ment, in November, 1924, ordered the governors of provinces 
to apply in full severity the law of April, 1923, concerning the 
seizure of properties ‘abandoned’ by non-exchangeable Greeks 
of Constantinople. The Turkish delegation justified these 
measures as reprisals for the requisitions and occupations of 
Moslem properties in Western Thrace for the shelter of 
refugees. 

In the beginning of November, 1924, the Turkish Prime 

w See sup} a, p 406. 
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Minister, Ismet Pasha, inquired through the Greek Minister 
at Angora, Mr. Politis, whether the Greek government would 
consent to sign the agreement for the restoration of properties 
of Greek and Turkish subjects, leaving the question of the 
execution of ai'ticle 16 of the Convention to the decision of the 
Mixed Commission. The Greek government, naturally, refused 
to separate the two questions. It was deeply interested in se- 
curing permission for the ‘absent* Greeks of Constantinople to 
retmn to that city. It was thought that the Turkish govern- 
ment would yield on this point and execute article 16 of the 
Convention only if Greece withheld the restoration of proper- 
ties of Turkish subjects. Moreover, the Greek government now 
asked that a condition of reciprocity be inserted in the agree- 
ment on properties of Greek and Turkish subjects, for the 
case in which the Turkish government in the future should 
wish to expropriate or purchase properties of Greek subjects. 
In such case the indemnity was to be determined in the same 
way as that of Turkish subjects in Greece. 

The Turkish government refused to accept this condition 
of reciprocity. Moreover, retreating from its earlier position, it 
now insisted on prohibiting the return to Constantinople of 
Greeks who had left that city without a Turkish passport or 
with a foreign passport. The Turkish government justified this 
new position on the ground that the Greek government was 
not undertaking to transfer from Western Thrace a definite 
number of refugees, as Mr. Papas had promised at an earlier 
stage of the negotiations. 

The expulsion of the Oecumenical Patriarch Constantine 
once more interrupted the negotiations entirely. In the first 
days of April, 1925, the negotiations were again resumed at 
Angora, this tune with the assistance of Mr. Widding, Presi- 
dent of the Mixed Commission. The negotiations were con- 
cluded on June 21, 1925, at which date the so-called Agree- 
ment of Angora was signed by G. A. Exmtaris and M. Hamdi, 
Presidents of the Greek and Turkish delegations respectively 
on ihe Mixed Commission. 

The first part of this Agreement, concerning the properties 
of Turkish subjects in Greece and Greek subjects in Turkey, 



GRECO-TURKISH NEGOTIATIONS 607 

presented few differences from the draft prepared in July, 
1924, Two essential differences constituted concessions to 
Greek demands. First, the payment for Turkish properties to 
be purchased by the Greek government was not to be paid 
entirely in cash, but only for the fifth of the price; for the re- 
maining four-fifths public bonds were to be delivered to the 
owners, redeemable within a period of five years. Secondly, the 
Turkish government was not now bound lo restore all the 
properties of Greek subjects m Turkey, but had the power to 
purchase such properties from their owners for the same rea- 
sons and under the same conditions as those provided for the 
purchase of Turkish properties by the Greek government. 

The second part of that Agreement, constituting a draft 
of a decision to be adopted by the Mixed Commission con- 
cerning the interpretation of articles 2 and 16 of the Conven- 
tion, departed widely from the draft prepared in July, 1924. 
To begin with, the provision that the Greek government was 
to transfer from Western Thrace to other parts of Greece a 
large part of the refugees established on Moslem properties 
was omitted, since the Greek government was not in a position 
to effect this transfer. However, the draft provided that the 
settlement of the refugees “should not bring any injury to the 
recognized rights of the Moslems of Western Thrace,” which 
seems to have the same effect as the old provision that the 
settlement of refugees should be made on property belonging 
to the state or to be purchased by it. The draft repeated the 
earlier provision that the purchase of Moslem properties in 
Western Thrace for the settlement of refugees should be made 
with the limitations required “aiin que la vie economique de 
la population indigene n’ait pas a en souffrir.” 

The omission from this draft of the original provision for 
a partial evacuation of refugees from Western Thrace was 
obtained by the Greek government at a heavy cost. The latter 
had to consent to the prohibition, in principle, of the return 
to Constantinople of Greeks who had left the city without 
regular Turkish passports. The provision to this respect in 
article 4 of the draft, although worded in terms of reciprocity, 
concerned in fact the 30,000 to 40,000 Greeks of Constant!- 
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nople who left the city during the Allied occupation of 1918- 
22, and especially after the Greek disaster in Asia Minor. The 
conditions under which these people left Constantinople were 
described by the Allied delegates at the Conference of Lau- 
sanne and are referred to above.®® The Greek authorities of 
Western Thrace had found that there were about 6000 Mos- 
lems of that region who were in the same position as the ‘ab- 
sent’ Greeks of Constantinople, but it was well known that 
these Moslems were settled in the interior of Asia Minor and 
had no real desire of returning to Thrace. 

The clause prohibiting the return of Greeks of Constanti- 
nople was rendered even more onerous to Greece by the fur- 
ther provisions that these persona should dispose of their prop- 
erties ill Turkey within a period of four years, and that the 
Turkish government had the power to purchase such proper- 
ties under the conditions of the Agreement on Properties. 

The draft provided also for the payment of rental to own- 
ers in whose properties public authorities or refugees were in- 
stalled, from the time they were occupied until their evacua- 
tion. Indemnity for requisitions and seizures was to be paid by 
the two governments only in case such measures had taken 
place after notification to the League of Nations of the ratifica- 
tion of the Convention concerning the Exchange of Greek and 
Turkish populations, that is, after September 12, 1923. This 
provision thus left out the wholesale and enormous requisi- 
tions made in Constantinople during the World War. In fact, 
hardly any requisitions were made after August 24, 1923, 
against Greeks in Constantinople. Thus, this provision also 
concerned only Greece, whose authorities had made requisi- 
tions in Western Thrace after iiie above period. 

The last matter the draft dealt with was the interpretation 
of the term etahlis. In this the draft appeared to accept a solu- 
tion going beyond the advisory opinion of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, in that it accepted as ‘estab- 
lished’ aU Greeks present at Constantinople prior to October 
30, 1918, and now present there, without any examination into 
the intention of permanency of residence. But this apparent 

** See supra, pp, 349-360. 
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advantage in favor of Greece was in reality a hollow one, since 
the lack of such intention would be very difficult for the Turk- 
ish authorities to prove. 

On the whole, then, it must be admitted that the Greek 
government displayed a very conciliatory spirit and a willing- 
ness to make real concessions in consenting to sign the above 
agreements. The Turkish demands were to such a large extent 
satisfied that one would presume that thereafter the work 
of winding up the economic part of the exchange of popula- 
tions would meet with few serious obstacles. 

At this conjuncture an unforeseen impediment arose. The 
neutral members of the Commission, on the return of the 
Greek and Turkish members to Constantinople in the last part 
of June, 1925, declared that they were unable to vote for the 
draft decision signed at Angora, in view of the fact that its pro- 
visions, and especially those concerning the execution of Arti- 
cle 16 of the Convention, were in disagreement with the text of 
the Convention. The neutral members had been long aware of 
the bases on which the negotiations were conducted and had 
never before intimated a hesitation to vote for the proposed 
decision. The new attitude was the result of the protests raised 
by the Greeks absent from Constantinople, whose right under 
the Convention to return to this city was now being taken 
away by the proposed decision. 

The neutral members proposed, however, the following 
two solutions of the difficulty created by their refusal; (a) the 
adoption of the draft decision by a majority composed of the 
Greek and Tmkish members, the neutrals abstaining from 
voting; (b) the presentation of the text in question as an 
agreement between the two govermnents communicated to the 
Mixed Commission, which was to vote unanimously for the 
execution of this agreement. 

The new President of the Turkish delegation, Saradjoglou 
Chukri Bey, was ready to accept either of these two solutions. 
In the meantime, the government of Mr. Michalacopoulos 
resigned in Greece and General Pangalos formed a new min- 
istry. The new government appeared to hesitate in view of the 
strong prot^ts of the Greeks of Constantinople, who even ap- 



510 THE EXCHANGE GF MINGliri’IES 

pealed to the League of Nations against Ihe violation of their 
rights under the Convention of Lausanne. The Greek delega- 
tion on the Mixed Commission, whose President was changed 
at this time, Mr. J. Politis taking the place of Mr. Exinlaris, 
remained long without instructions from the government. This 
aroused suspicions in Turkey that the Greek government was 
not in reality disposed to execute the Agreement of Angora. 

In September, 1925, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of 
the two countries, Mr. Hentis and Tevfic Ruchdi Bey, met at 
Geneva and agreed upon certain slight modifications of the 
draft decision calculated to mitigate the impression that the 
text of the Convention was being modified. About this time 
the question of extension of the period for filing and adjudicat- 
ing claims under the Declaration as to Moslem Properties in 
Greece came up before the Mixed Commission. The delay of 
the consent of the Greek government to the extension gave rise 
to new suspicions and misunderstandings. The Turkish gov- 
ernment soon ordered the application of the Law concerning 
Reprisals against Greek subjects in Turkey and the Greeks of 
Constantinople. 

As soon as the Greek government was informed of these 
developments, it authorized the Greek delegation on the Mixed 
Commission, on October 24, 1926, to accept the Turkish pro- 
posal and have the draft decision submitted to the Mixed 
Commission. With the mediation of a neutral member of the 
Commission, a complete agreement was reached in November, 
1925. By this tune the mood of the Angora government 
changed, and temporizing tactics were resorted to, encouraged, 
it is believed, by the then President of the Mixed Commission, 
General de Lara. This policy ended with the declaration of 
January 14, 1926, of the Turkish Foreign Minister to the Min- 
ister of Greece at Angora, Mr. Argyropoulos, as to the need of 
revising the Agreement of Angora.^^ In effect, the Turkish 
Government denounced this Agreement. 

§ 332. Third period of negotiations (February-December, 
1926). In February, 1926, Mr. Joannes Papas, then Minister 

*1 Letter of the Greek Legation at Angora No. 120, under date of January 
14, 1926. 
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of Greece at Berne, was sent to Turkey to assume the presi- 
dency of the Greek delegation on the Mixed Commission and 
negotiate with the Turkish government as to the execution of 
the Agreement of Angora. He soon reached an agreement with 
the Turkish Foreign Minister, Tevfic Ruchdi Bey, on the basis 
of putting into execution the Agi’eement of Angora and supple- 
menting it with additional agreements. It was also agreed that 
the draft decision concerning the interpretation of articles 2 
and 16 of the Convention was to be adopted by the vote of the 
Turkish and Greek Members of the Commission, thus doing 
away with the objections by the neutral members. 

However, the Turkish Foreign Minister did not carry out 
this agreement, being influenced by the President of the Turk- 
ish delegation, Chukri Bey, who thought that the Agreement 
on Properties was not practical and that a new one should be 
made on the basis of setting off the properties of Turkish sub- 
jects in Greece against those of Greek subjects in Turkey. This 
idea of counterbalance, as further developed by the Turkish 
negotiators, involved (a) the purchase by the Greek govern- 
ment of the properties of Turkish subjects restoration of whose 
properties appeared impossible; (b) the purchase by the Turk- 
ish government of properties in regions included in the ex- 
change belonging to Greek subjects or to Greeks considered 
non-exchangeable as having left Turkey before 1912. 

The negotiations on this basis, carried on both at Angora 
and at Athens, were laborious and long, lasting for over seven 
months. The Turkish demands, presented and supported by 
Saradjoglou Chukri Bey at Athens, exceeded the original basis 
and were really quite without limit. Thus, they proposed lo 
include in the set-off the Greek properties at Constantinople; 
lo reconsider the interpretation of article 2 of the Convention, 
which had already been admitted in the Agreement of Angora; 
and to ignore that Agreement entirely. It was also insisted that 
the Turkish government be given the power to take possession, 
immediately upon the signing of the new agreements, of the 
properties of Greek subjects in Asia Minor and Eastern 
Thrace. 

Gradually these various demands were abandoned by the 
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Turks, and a new draft agreement on properties was drawn 
up on September 7, 1926. In the meantime, a verbal agreement 
was made between the two governments that all seizures of 
movable and immovable property in both countries were to 
stop after May 31, 1926. This agreement was communicated 
subsequently to the Mixed Commission as concerning all per- 
sons dealt with by the Agreement of Athens as well as by the 
Agreement of Angora. Chukri Bey, going to Angora to con- 
sult with his government, on his return presented four new 
demands, on which negotiations were resumed once more. The 
Greek government made one more concession, which satisfied 
the Turks and caused them to abandon all their other de- 
mands. It agreed to pay to Turkey, as soon as the Agreement 
was ratified, 15,000,000 drachmas for the revenues of Turkish 
properties. 

The Greek government had proposed to revive the agree- 
ment of July, 1924, as to the return of the Greeks of Constanti- 
nople who left that city with irregular passports from 1918 to 
1922. That agreement made this permission to return condi- 
tional on the transfer of 40,000 refugees from Western Thrace 
to other parts of Greece. In the meantime 15,000 Bulgarian 
emigrants left Western Thrace, and 10,000 refugees, mostly 
Armenians and Circassians, were transferred to other parts of 
Greece. The Greek authorities were prepared now to trans- 
fer 15,000 more refugees from Western Thrace, provided per- 
mission to return to Constantinople was given to the aforesaid 
Greeks. Saradjoglou Chukri Bey, after consulting his govern- 
ment, reported that the latter was unable to consent. At last, 
on December 1, 1926, a new Agreement was signed, together 
with a declaration that the Agreement of Angora remained in 
effect in so far as it was not opposed to the new Agreement. 

All these acts were ratified in February, 1927, and the rati- 
fications were exchanged at Athens on June 23, 1927.®® They 
were communicated by identical letters of the Presidents of the 
two delegations to the Mixed Commission on February 17, 
1927. 

^^ProoSs-Verbaux, xii, 126th meet., June 27, 1927. 

ssproo^Verbaux, sii, 126th meet., June 27, 1927. 
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§ 333. Acts signed at Angora and Athens. At the meeting 
of March 19, 1927, the Mixed Commission took cognizance of 
the various Acts communicated to it by the two governments 
and intrusted to it for execution. Some of these Acts were 
signed at Athens on December 1, 1926, and some at Angora 
on June 21, 1925. The latter had not been ratified, but were 
now again declared to be maintained by a Declaration signed 
at Athens, so far as they were not replaced by the Agreement 
of Athens. These various Acts are as follows: 

A. Agreement signed at Athens on December 1, 1926.^ 

1. Agreement on Properties (17 articles), 

2. Annex to the Agreement. 

1 Bee text W League of Nationa, Treaty Scrieg, Ixviii, pp. 12-36. This Agree- 
ment replaces B.6. 
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3. Final Protocol. 

4. Declaration. 

5. Protocol No. 1. 

6. Protocol No. 2. 

7. Proccs-Verbal of Signature. 

SupplemenLary 

Extract from letter exchanged between Mr. Argyropoulos 
and Saradjoglou Chukri Bey. 

B. Acts signed at Angora on June 21, 1925. 

1. Protocol No. 1. 

2. Protocol No. 2. 

3. Draft decision to be taken by the Mixed Commission on 
the etablis. 

4. Draft decision to be taken by the Mixed Commission on 
the application of article 16 of the Convention concerning the 
Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations. 

5. Proch-Verhal of signature. 

6. Agreement relating to the property of Turks in Greece 
and of Greeks in Turkey. 

The first list of Acts concerned the properties of all Greeks 
and Moslems, with the exception of the exchanged persons and 
the persons exempt from exchange by virtue of article 2 of 
the Convention of Lausanne. The properties of the last, as well 
as their rights under article 16 of the Convention, were cov- 
ered by the above Acts of the second list. The provisions of 
each of the above lists of Acts and the measures taken for 
their execution are described below. 

I. Aghbements op Angora and Athens as to Pbopertibs op 
Persons Exempted prom the Exchange 

§ 334. Decisions XXVII and XXVIII. By virtue of the 
Declaration signed at Athens on December 1, 1926, Protocols 
No. 1 and No. 2 signed at Angora on June 21, 1925, were main- 
tained, in so far as they were not modified by the Agreement 
of Athens on Properties. According to the letter exchanged at 
Athens between Mr. Argyropoulos and Saradjoglou Chukri 
Bey, paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Proces-V&rbal of signature 
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of June 21, 1925, were to be ratified and given effect by the 
two governments. The draft resolution on the application of 
article 16 of the Convention of Exchange refei’rcd to the 
Agreement of Angora on Properties on June 21, 1925, with re- 
spect to the determination of the payment of indemnity to 
owners of properties to be expropriated. For this reason these 
provisions of the Agreement of Angora were to be inserted in 
the text of the decision to be taken by the Mixed Commission. 

The two draft decisions above referred to were submitted 
to the vote of the Commission. The Greek and Turkish mem- 
bers voted for the proposed texis, while the neutral members 
abstained from voting and declared that, in view of the agree- 
ment between the two governments, it was not their business 
to express any opinion on the contents of these texts. Thus. 
Decisions XXVII and XXVIII were taken by the Mixed 
Commission. 

Decision XXVII defined the persons who were to be 
deemed exempt from the compulsory exchange in accordance 
with article 2 of the Convention. On the other hand, para- 
graph 4 of Decision XXVIII concerned the persons absent 
from the regions exempted from the exchange and the condi- 
tions under which such persons were refused permission to re- 
turn. These matters are considered in the chapter dealing with 
persons exempted from exchange.® The other paragraphs of 
Decision XXVIII dealt with the properties of persons ex- 
empted from the exchange. 

With respect to properties of these persons, Decision 
XXVIII contained the general rule that all seizures, seques- 
trations, or requisitions were to be cancelled within a brief 
period, and that the revenues collected by the state were to 
be restored to the interested persons. For properties occupied 
by the state or by refugees and from which no revenues were 
received, an equitable rent was to be paid to the owners from 
the time of the occupation. This general rule applied to Greek 
properties in Constantmople. 

§ 335. Moslem properties in Western Thrace. Concerning 
the properties of Moslem inhabitants of Western Thrace, in 

*Soe supra, pp. 408, 411 
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particular, tho Cojnmissiou at its meeting of March 19, 1927, 
took note of the declaration of the Hellenic delegation that its 
government was to talce steps with the view to evacuating and 
restoring to their owners or their agents the properties of Mos- 
lems in Western Thrace within a period of nine months from 
the date this decision was taken, that is, by December 19, 1927, 

The refugees in Western Thrace were to be settled only 
on land belonging to the state. The state might also acquire 
lands of Moslems in Western Thrace under the following con- 
ditions: (a) only large properties could be acquired, (6) and 
only in case of exceptional necessity, such as the settlement of 
refugees, (c) with the necessary limitations so that the de- 
velopment of the economic life of the Moslem population 
should not suffer, and (d) in conformity with the provisions 
of the Agreement of Angora of June 21, 1925, with respect to 
the determination of the indemnity. 

The Greek government was required to indicate within a 
period of three months the properties which it was to acquire. 
Small rural properties and all urban properties, with the ex- 
ception of building lauds not constituting annexes to buildings, 
could not be acquired by the state without the consent of their 
proprietors. 

The indemnity to be paid by the government for proper- 
ties acquired by it was to be determined by a commission con- 
sisting of Greek and Turkish members in equal number, the 
Turkish members being designated by the majority of inter- 
ested proprietors or their agents in each district. In case of 
equal division of votes in these commissions on the determina- 
tion of the indemnity, the Mixed Commission was to decide 
definitively. As soon as the indemnity was fixed the Greek gov- 
ernment was to proceed to the acquisition of the property, 
paying immediately one-fifth of the price in cash. For the re- 
mainder, public bonds redeemable within five years were to 
be delivered to the proprietors. Loans to the extent of 50% 
on these bonds were to be made by the National Bank of 
Greece. 

§ 336. Movable property. With respect to movable prop- 
erty of non-exchaugeable inhabitants of Western Thrace and 
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Constantinople, it was provided that such property was to be 
restored to proprietors or to their agents. In case such property 
was sold and could not be restored, an indemnity was to be 
paid. These provisions, however, concerned only property 
seized or requisitioned after the date on which notice of rati- 
fication of the Convention of Lausanne was sent to the League 
of Nations, that is, September 12, 1923.® This did not cover 
the exceedingly large number of seizures and requisitions of 
merchandise and goods from which the Greek population of 
Constantinople suffered during the World War. The above in- 
demnity was to be determined by the Mixed Commission, 
which was also to determine the mode of payment. 

§ 337. Property of persons whose return was prohibited. 
Article 16 of the Convention of Lausanne provided not only 
for the securing of the rights of property in Greece and Tur- 
key of the non-exchangeable inhabitants of Western Thrace 
and Constantinople, but also for the exercising by these per- 
sons of “their right to remain or return there and to enjoy 
freely their liberties.” Under the terms of Decision XXVIII, 
an important exception was made to the general rule that “no 
obstacle shall be raised to the free exercise by the inhabitants 
of the regions excepted from the exchange ... of their right 
to remain or return there and to enjoy freely their liberties 
and rights of property in Turkey and Greece.” “The Greek and 
Turkish governments have the power respectively to refuse the 
right to return to absent persons who left the country without 
a regular passport, respectively Greek or Turkish.” Although 
the exception was put in terms of reciprocity, it was in fact 
valid only against absent Greeks of Constantinople who left 
that city precipitately in 1922 in the panic that followed the 
Greek disaster in Asia Minor.* 

The persons whose return was not permitted retained the 
right to dispose of and sell freely and without special author- 
ization, through their agents, dl their movable and immovable 

8 This date was fixed by the Mixed Commibsion. Proefes-Verhaux, xiii, 
129th meet., July 25, 1927. 

* la another place it is seen that this exception did not apply to dependents 
of peisons properly 'establislied,’ m the regions excluded from the exchange. 
See mi»a, pp. 412-413. 
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property, which was to be restored to them. The lease of any 
such property rented to third persons by the government was 
to be terminated. The disposal or sale of such property was 
to be completed within a period of four years from the date 
of restoration. Rights in personam or mortgages belonging to 
such persons were to suffer no limitation. The two govern- 
ments reserved the right to acquire the immovable property of 
persons whose return was prohibited, under the same condi- 
tions as to the determination of the price and payment as 
those under which the Greek government was empowered to 
acquire Moslem properties in Western Thrace. A similar in- 
demnity was to be paid to the above persons for properties 
which had been sold and could not be restored, and likewise to 
non-exchangeable persons dwelling in the above regions for 
property situated in regions included in the exchange which 
had been sold and could not be restored. All properties of ab- 
sent persons whose return was prohibited, which should not bo 
disposed of within the above period of four years, were to 
be acquired by the state in the territory of which they 
were located. Such properties were to be appraised by the 
Mixed Commission and liquidated in favor of the interested 
parties. 

§ 338. Properties outside the regions exempted from the 
exchange. According to article 16 of the Convention, as inter- 
preted by paragraph 4 of Decision XXVIII of the Mixed Com- 
mission, the persons established at Constantinople and in 
Western Thrace were to enjoy fully their rights of property 
in Turkey and Greece. The properties of such persons situated 
outside Constantinople or Western Thrace were to be restored 
to the owners, unless they had been sold and could not be re- 
stored, in which case the value of such properties was to be 
paid them. 

As early as May and June, 1927,® a few months after De- 
cision XXVIH was talcen by the Commission, complaints of 
Greeks of Constantinople reached the Mixed Commission to 
the effect that the Turkish authorities prohibited them from 

«PiooeB-Yerba\Ds, xji, I26th meet., June 16, 1927. 
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taking possession of their properties situated in towns neigh- 
boring Constantinople. The Commission agreed that such 
persons, on condition of retaining their establishment at Con- 
stantinople, had the right of taking possession of their prop- 
erties situated outside the city. But this decision had only an 
academic value, as the Greeks of Constantinople were forbid- 
den to travel outside the city. 

§ 339. Execution of Decision XXVIII. The agreements 
comprising the texts of the two decisions considered above 
were ratified in February, 1927, and the ratifications were ex- 
changed at Athens on June 23, 1927.® In accordance with the 
first article of Decision XXVII, the Greek government com- 
municated to the Mixed Commission on June 18, 1927, a list 
of properties that the Greek government had decided to ac- 
quire in Western Thrace, on paying the price to the owners.’' 
This list concerned only properties of Moslems of Greek na- 
tionality. Their acquisition was permitted, under Decision 
XXVIII, on condition that the development of the economic 
life of the Moslem population was not injured thereby. The 
Sub-Commission in Western Thrace was instructed to collect 
uiformation as to whether the purchases of properties contem- 
plated by the Greek government satisfied the above condition.® 

On December 19, 1927, according to the same Decision 
XXVIII, the evacuation of immovable properties situated in 
Western Thrace and occupied by refugees ought to have been 
completed. On that date, although the evacuation was not 
complete,® it was very far along. Indeed, according to a list de- 
posited by the Greek delegation with the Mixed Commission, 
the evacuation of occupied Moslem properties had progressed 
as follows : 

In 1023 there weie 8243 luial and 5690 urban rooms occupied 
" 1025 " '* 3043 " “ 2859 '' " “ 

“ 1926 “ “ 1217 “ “ 420 " " " 

On May 31, 1927 " 227 " “ 320 « '* « 

8 Pioefes-Verbaux, xii, 120th meet., J\me 27, 1927. 

'' Pioofts-Veibaux, xiu, 136th meet, August 26, 1927. 

*Proo58-Verbaux, xiv, 137th meet., September 16, 1927. 

“Proefes-Verbaux, 142d meet., Decembei 20, 1927. 

ro Proefea-Verbaux, 148th meet., January 16, 1928. 
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As regards the evacuation of mosques and schools, and stables 
and granaries respectively the figures were as follows: 


In 

1923 

127 

687 


1625 

42 

667 

U 

1926 

12 

667 

On Miy 31, 

1927 

7 

69 


It was pointed out by the Greek delegation that the evac- 
uation was bound up with the question of purchase by the 
Greek state of properties in Western Thrace. The government 
had bought 47 large estates by contracts with the owners on 
the payment of 45,042,915 drachmas. The list of the other 
properties to be purchased was stiU in the hands of the Sub- 
Commission in Thrace. 

On the Turkish side, practically no restorations at aU were 
made of Greek properties in Constantinople. The justification 
given at first was that the Greek government had not made 
entire restoration and that nothing short of this was a fulfil- 
ment of the obligation of Greece. Subsequently, as was proved 
by the investigation carried out by the Mixed Commission in 
Western Thrace in November, 1928,^' the occupation of Mos- 
lem houses and small rural properties had come almost to an 
end. This did not in any way cause the restoration of the Greek 
properties in Constantinople, nor the loosening of the strict 
restrictions under which the Greeks of Constantinople lived. 
The Turkish government refused to execute its own obliga- 
tions m their favor, now alleging as a justification the failure 
of Greece to execute her obligations under the Agreement of 
Athens on Properties. 

II. Agreement on Properties op December 1, 1926 

§ 340. Main principles of the Agreement. The Agreement 
on Properties signed at Athens on December 1, 1926, was in 
many respects different from the previous Agreement of An- 
gora of June 21, 1925.’-® It contained important concessions on 
the part of Greece and a number of secondary concessions on 
the part of Turkey. 

See supra, p 492. 

See stipta, pp. 606 £C. 
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The main principles of the Agreement of Angora were the 
following. With respect to the Turkish properties in Greece, it 
was provided: 

(1) That the Greek government was to restore all such 
properties, with the exception of those needed by the Greek 
government for the settlement of refugees or peasants owning 
no land. 

(2) That the Greek government should buy the proper- 
ties which it could not restore, at prices agreed upon with the 
owners, or, failing such agreement, fixed by Greco-Turkish 
committees. 

(3) That payment was to be made 20% in cash and 80% 
in bonds redeemable in four years. 

With respect to the Greek properties in Turkey it was pro- 
vided: 

(1) That in principle, all such properties were to be re- 
stored to their owners. 

(2) That properties which the Turkish government should 
feel unable to return, as necessary for the settlement of Mos- 
lem refugees, situated in any part of Turkey, including Con- 
stantinople, might be purchased under the conditions set for 
the purchase of Turkish properties in Greece. 

The Agreement of Athens on Properties substituted for the 
restoration, in principle, the compulsory purchase by the state 
of properties in its territory occupied or needed for the pur- 
poses of the state. Thus, with regard to the Turkish proper- 
ties in Greece, the Agreement provided: 

(1) That the Greek government was to acquire all immov- 
able property situated in regions subject to exchange of which 
the restoration was deemed impossible. 

(2) That, in prmciple, urban properties, woods, forests, 
and summer pasture lands were to be restored. 

With regard to the Greek properties in Turkey, it was pro- 
vided : 

(1) That aU Greek properties at Constantinople were to 
be restored to their owners. 

(2) That the Turkish government was to acquire all Greek 
properties in Asia Minor and Eastern Thrace belonging to 
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Greeks who left Turkey before October 18, 1912, or who had 
always resided outside that country, or to any Greek nationals, 
up to the value of the property which the Greek government 
might acquire. 

The Agreement of Athens further introduced provisions 
for the appraisal of properties to be acquired by the two states 
by mixed appraisal committees to be created by the Mixed 
Commission, and it stipulated for compensation between the 
debts of the two states on account of such acquisition of prop- 
erties. This involved the replacement of each state by the 
other in the payment of indemnity to the owners. Thus the 
Greeks were to receive payment for their properties in Turkey 
from the Greek government, and the Turks for their proper- 
ties in Greece from the Turkish government. This permitted 
the two states to pay their debt to their own subjects in long- 
term bonds. 

The main differences between the Agreements of Angora 
and of Athens consisted in that: 

(1) Whereas the Agreement of Angora concerned only 
Greek subjects owning properties in Turkey and Turkish sub- 
jects owning properties in Greece, the beneficiaries of the new 
Agreement were of three categories: 

(а) those (Greeks or Moslems) who had left the terri- 
tory of the country (Turkey or Greece) where their 
properties were located before October 18, 1912; 

(б) those (Greeks or Moslems) who had all the time 
resided outside the country (Turkey or Greece) 
where therr properties were located; and 

(c) the nationals of each country (Greece or Turkey) 
owning properties in the other country (Turkey or 
Greece) . 

(2) The Greek properties in Constantinople were excepted 
from the properties which the Turkish government could ac- 
quire, and the Turkish urban properties, forests, and summer 
pasture lands in Greece were to be restored. 

(3) The Turkish Government could acquire Greek prop- 
erties in Asia Minor and Eastern Thrace only to an amount 
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equal to the debt of the Greek government to Turkey from its 
purchase of Turkish properties in Greece. 

(4) The principle of the assumption by each slate of the 
debt of the other for such purchase of properties and of com- 
pensation for the mutual debts was established. 

The Agreement of Athens replaced and comprehended the 
Declaration as to Moslem Properties in Greece,^® being broader 
than the latter. It concerned, indeed, not only the Moslems or 
Greeks who had left the Greek or Turkish territory before 
October 18, 1912, or who had resided all the time outside 
Greece or Turkey, as the Declaration had done, but, in ad- 
dition, all Greek or Turkish subjects owning properties in 
Turkey or Greece. These terms did not include (article 4, 
paragraph 2 of the Agreement) the persons dealt with by the 
Convention concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish 
Populations who, as a result of the exchange, changed their 
nationality and became Greek or Turkish nationals, but those 
who were Greek or Turkish subjects before such exchange. 

§ 341. Deposit of security by Greece. It is to be noted 
that with regard to the balancing of the debts of the two gov- 
ernments, two occurrences were possible, either an equivalence 
between the two sums or a balance to be paid by the Greek 
government. The possibility of a balance payable by Turkey 
was excluded by the provision of article 2 that the acquisition 
of Greek properties by the Turkish government was to be 
made “up to the value of the property which the Greek gov- 
ernment may acquire.” The Turkish government wished to be 
secured payment in case Greece should be found a debtor in 
this compensation account. To satisfy this demand, Greece by 
article 6 of the Agreement gave as security the surplus of the 
revenues controlled by the International Financial Commis- 
sion, not to exceed an amoimt of 500,000 pounds sterling. If 
the sum to be paid exceeded £500,000, the Greek government 
undertook to renew the guarantee for the remainder of the 
balance, which should bear interest at 6%. Indeed, as the 
Turkish Minister at Athens was informed by letter No. 196, 
under date of February 16, 1927, by the President of the In- 

13 gee ^n/Ja, p. 474. 
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teriiaiional Financial Commission, i,he Greek govcvniuoni senl 
to the Financial Commission au irrevocable order to pay to 
the Turkish government from the above surplus an amount 
not to exceed £500,000, in case the Greek government should 
be found a debtor on the compensation account under the 
Agreement of December 1, 1926. The sum to be paid to Turkey 
by the International Financial Commission was to be deter- 
mined by the Mixed Commission for the Exchange of Greek 
and Turkish Populations after the closing of the account. 

§ 342. Exclusion of properties from compensation. A list 
of Greek nationals established at Smyrna, Meraina, and Pen- 
dik and of their immovable properties was annexed to the 
Agreement. These properties were situated in Smyrna (57 
properties), Mersina (10 properties), and Pendik (7 prop- 
erties). These properties were not to enter into the compensa- 
tion account unless the Greek government should so request. 
Their exclusion was subject to the payment of their value by 
the Greek government after they were appraised. The Greek 
government reserved the right to exclude other properties 
from the compensation by advancing a sum corresponding to 
their value. It was agreed that any immovable property ex- 
cluded from the compensation in Turkey, and therefore to be 
returned to the owners, should be situated in a single district 
easily accessible to Greek nationals, where it was believed 
that the resumption of economic life would render useful the 
possession of properties by Greeks. 

§ 343. Other provisions of the Agreement. The rural and 
urban properties not purchased by the Greek or Turkish gov- 
ernments were to be restored within a month from the coming 
into effect of the agreement. All revenues due to Greek and 
Turkish subjects from their properties and dealt with by the 
Declaration as to Moslem Properties in Greece were to form 
a separate compensation account, whose balance was to be 
included in the general liquidation account. However, the 
Greek government agreed, by the Final Protocol, signed at 
Athens, to pay, -without waiting for the ratification of the 
Agreement, fifteen million drachmas on account of revenues 
received by the Greek treasury from Turkish properties. 
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The fact that a person had left Turkey or Greece before 
October 18, 1912, or had always resided outside their limits, 
or that he was a national of one of these countries, with a 
view to his claiming under the Agreement, was to be decided, 
in doubtful cases, by the Mixed Commission, which was to 
establish for this purpose a committee ad hoc from among its 
members. 

The Mixed Commission was charged with the application 
of the Agreement. Any important questions of principle aris- 
ing in the Mixed Commission in connection with the now 
powers conferred upon it by the Agreement which it did not 
possess under previous instruments were to be submitted to 
the President of the Greco-Turkish Arbitral Tribunal at Con- 
stantinople for arbitration. The awards of the arbiter were to 
be binding. 

An annex to the Agreement determined in detail the bases 
of appraisal of properties to be acquired by the two states. The 
properties were classified in three categories: urban property; 
rural property; and manufacturing plants, mines, and fish- 
eries. Each piece of property was to be appraised separately 
after investigation on the spot. The urban and rural properties 
were to be appraised on the basis of the present market value. 
This value was to be found on the basis of fa) the sale price 
of property of the same category and of the same nature, 
situated in the same locality and subject to the same condi- 
tions; and (b) the rental of such property and of the property 
to be appraised. Sale prices and rentals not resulting from the 
operations of the law of supply and demand were not to be 
taken into account. Provisions were made for cases in which 
the ordinary bases of appraisal should not be available. Eor 
the appraisal of raanufacturmg plants, mines, and fisheries a 
special mixed technical commission was to determine the fac- 
tors to be taken into consideration.^* 

§ 344. Appraisal Committees. The first thing to do in 
order to give effect to the Agreement was to set up the Ap- 
praisal Committees and to start the work of appraisal. On 

14 The Commwaion adopted tUe regulations for the work of appxuisal by 
the committees on March 19, 1927. Proces-Vetbaux, 116th meet., aimexes 

XVII, xvni. 
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April 7, 1927, two such Committees were created, each con- 
sisting of a neutral president and a Greek and a Turkish 
expert. In the fall of 1927 the Committees were increased to 
eight, and in July, 1928, four more Committees were created. 
These were distributed m the various regions in Greece and 
Turkey. A Greek secretary accompanied each Appraisal Com- 
mittee in Greece and a Turkish secretary each Committee in 
Turkey. 

The neutral expert was paid a salary of $350 per month. 
The Greek and Turkish experts received a monthly salary of 
$200 and a monthly indemnity of $60 when they worked in 
Turkey and Greece respectively. The secretary of the Com- 
mittee was paid $150 per month. Transportation and travelling 
expenses were also paid to the experts and the secretary. These 
rose to unexpected heights, and the Commission had to resort 
to a severe checking in the fall of 1927.^® 

Although the Committees were nominally twelve in num- 
ber, a much smaller number were effectively at work. By 1928 
they were completely disorganized. Members were often on 
leave granted by the governments without the advice of the 
Commission. It appears that such absences were also often 
without any authorization.^® As a result the efficiency of the 
Committees was very small. In fourteen months ending June, 
1928, they had completed the appraisal of the properties of 
only 1000 appheants.^'^ The number in Turkey was sm all e r 
than in Greece, owing to the fact that the Greek properties in 
Turkey were many and small and required more time for their 
appraisal. The end of the work did not seem near, since there 
were about 14,000 Greek claimants and 1500 Turkish 
claimants. 

By the end of 1928, when about 2000 appraisals had been 
completed, all work was interrupted, for at this time negotia- 
tions for lump appraisal and set-off of Greek and Turkish 
properties were begun at Angora, and both sides were un- 
wil^g that new figures of appraisals should be available 
which might upset their respective arguments. From this time 


J-6 Circular No. 16, approved October 18, 1927. 

« Circular No. 19 of the Mixed Commisaion, approved January 11. 1928. 
^TProofeB-Veibaux, IfiSth and 169tb. meetings, June 21 and 28, 1928. 
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until July, 1929, when the negotiations were broken off, the 
twelve Committees remained inactive, while the two govern- 
ments were paying their expenses to a total amount of about 
$ 100 , 000 . 

§ 345. How appraisals were made. In May, 1927, the 
Greek delegation on the Mixed Commission submitted com- 
plete lists of claimants, beneficiaries of the Agreement of 
Athens, with indication of properties claimed and amount of 
claims. The Turkish delegation merely submitted a list of 
1150 claimants, without any indication as to properties and 
amounts claimed. The only factor given was the region in 
Greece where each of the claimants owned properties. The 
Mixed Commission communicated to each Appraisal Com- 
mittee the names of the claimants, in the case of the Tur kish 
list, and the complete data given with regard to the Greek 
claimants. According to the Agreement, every claim was to be 
appraised separately. 

In the procedure for appraisal connected with the Greco- 
Bulgarian exchange, the Appraisal Committees had a great 
part of their work prepared by other agencies, as is seen in 
another place.^® Here, there was no previous survey made of 
the properties to be appraised, no establishment of property 
rights, no scale of prices to be applied to various kmds of 
property. The Appraisal Committees had to do all the work 
relating to each individual piece of property.^® The national 
members of the Committees could have recourse to the opin- 
ion and assistance of local agents and experts, and the Com- 
mittees could ask all useful information from the local au- 
thorities. The interested proprietors or their representatives 
were authorized to be present at the appraisal of their prop- 
erties and were heard in connection therewith, but they could 
not be present during the discussions of the Committee.®® 

’■s See supra, p 194. 

ID With respect to buildings, the committees had to find and lepurt theii 
purpose, size, nature of construction, number of floors, and condition of wear 
and tear. With respect to luial properties, the findings concerned their nature 
(fields, vmeyaids, meadows, etc.), the area, and the unitary price. Circular 
No, 13, appioved September 29, 1927, Survey and actual measuring of the 
area of propeities was rarely made. Circular No. 29, approved September 11, 
1928* 

80 Circular No. 7, approved July 26, 1927. 
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No minutes or other reports were kept by the Appraisal 
Committees, except a report on each individual appraisal, 
which was submitted to the Mixed Coimmssiou. This consisted 
in filling in a blank by stating the date of appraisal; the name 
of the interested proprietor ; the district in which the property 
was located; the specification of properties appraised by the 
Committee ; the amount of the appraisal ; and the date of dis- 
possession of the proprietor. This form was signed by the three 
members of the Committee. In case disputes arose as to the 
boundaries and area of properties to be appraised, both the 
whole of the area claimed and the uncontested part of the 
property were appraised and it was so stated. Any dispute as 
to the nationality of the proprietor or the right of property 
raised during the appraisal was mentioned in the appraisal 
report, and all documents relative thereto were annexed to it.®^ 

The appraisal of each property was made by the two na- 
tional members, and not by the neutral President as in the 
Greco-Bulgarian exchange. In case these two members agreed, 
the appraisal was termed unanimous. In case of disagreement 
between the Greek and Turkish members, two cases were 
considered. If the difference between the appraisals of the two 
experts did not exceed 25 %, the neutral President of the Com- 
mittee had power to determine finally the amount between the 
limits of the two sums named by the two members. In such 
case the neutral President drew up and signed the report of 
appraisal. If the difference was more than 25%, the case was 
referred to the Mixed Commission. The Greek and Turkish 
members in such case each submitted to the neutral President 
a report supporting his contention, and such reports were- 
transmitted to the Mixed Commission, with the remarks of 
the neutral President.®® These appraisals were termed ‘dis- 
puted appraisals.’ 

The Committees were free to make the appraisal in any 
money that should appear convenient to them (English 
poimd, dollar, drachma, and Turkish pound, gold or paper). 
The appraisal prices of each report were converted into Eng- 

» Circulars Nos, 6 and 8, approved July 26, 1927. 

aa Circular No. 6, approved July 26, 1927. 
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lish pounds by the accountants of the Mixed Commission. 
The rate of conversion was the closing rate of the Exchange 
of Constantinople or Athens respectively on the date of the 
appraisal. In the Mixed Commission all reports of appraisal 
were examined by the Second Section, which in case of unani- 
mous acceptance ratified them, and in case of difference of 
opinion referred them to the plenary assembly of the Mixed 
Commission. 

In November, 1928, a Service of Inspection was created, 
consisting of two neutral experts, whose function was to take 
final decisions in the oases of ‘disputed appraisals,’ as it was 
at last realized that, since most of the appraisals made by the 
Committees were classified as ‘disputed,’ the Commission 
would be overwhelmed by work of appraisal for which it was 
entirely incompetent. This Service was also to control the 
work of the Appraisal Committees. However, even before the 
Inspectors could begin their work, the negotiations for lump 
appraisal and compensation began at Angora, and they were 
condemned to inactivity until the end of these negotiations. 

§ 346. Dispute as to the bases of appraisal. While the 
Appraisal Committees were transmitting to the Mixed Com- 
mission their reports on individual appraisals, serious differ- 
ences arose in the Mixed Commission, in particular with 
regard to the factors on which appraisal was to be based in 
the case of ‘disputed appraisals’ and with regard to the bene- 
ficiaries of the Agreement of Athens. 

Concerning the first question, the Annex to the Agreement 
of December 1, 1926, provided that rural and urban properties 
were to be appraised on the basis of their actual market value. 
This value was to be ascertained from the sale price of simi- 
lar properties in the same region or from the rentals of such 
properties. “In places," it was added, "where sales of rural 
immovable property have not occurred within the last three 
years, the basis taken shall be the prices and rents in districts 
where pimilRr economic conditions prevail, or, failing such, the 
productivity of the property to be appraised.” By productivity 
was to be understood lie average yield of a property according 





630 THE EXCHANGE OF MINORTTFES 

to the system of cultivation ordinarily practiced in the same 
district. 

In the appraisal by the Committees, it was often necessary 
to take into account the yield of rural properties. Differences 
of opinion then arose as to the rate of capitalization of the 
yield, and the weight to be given to the factor of yield as a 
basis of appraisal.®'* With respect to the second question, the 
Turkish delegation alleged that the enumeration in the Annex 
to the Agreement of the various factors to be taken as bases of 
appraisal was only illustrative, whereas the Greek delegation 
maintained that it was exhaustive. The latter also contended 
that the basic factor to be taken into consideration was the 
sale prices of similar properties in the district, and that if such 
prices were found by the Appraisal Committee to be fictitious, 
the factor of yield could be used as a means of controlling the 
reliability of sale prices. The Tur^dsh delegation, on the con- 
trary, urged that whenever the reliability of sale prices was 
suspected, such prices should be entirely discarded, and the 
appraisal should be based exclusively on the yield of the prop- 
erty. The Conamission, in a circular to the Appraisal Com- 
mittees,®'* had already instructed them that only in the absence 
of sales or leases of properties in the preceding three years, or 
m the case when the contracts presented were disregarded as 
unrehable, the provisions of article 4 of the Annex, concerning 
the element of yield of the property, could be applied. 

On the question of the rate of capitalization of the yield, 
the Greek position was that the value of a large rural property 
should be calculated according to its revenue capitalized at 
the current rate of investments, and the Turkish position was 
that the owners should receive an indemnity insuring to them 
a yield equal to that they would collect from the farms. The 
latter view seemed opposed to the general rule of the Agree- 
ment, that properties were to be appraised on the basis of their 
actual market value. This seemed to indicate that the owner 
was not to receive an indemnity equivalent to capitalized 
yield, but the value which his property represented at the time 

“Proefea-'Verbavix, 153d. meet., Maieh 1, 1928: ISith meet., March 3, 1928: 
156th meet., March 8, 1928. 

“CSironlar No. 17, approved November 8, 1927. 
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on the market. These differences of interpretation of the 
Agreement were never solved. The question was turned over to 
a section of the Commission, to rust away forgotten, like so 
many other questions. Besides, a sense of the futility of the 
whole work of appraisal had already begun to affect the activ- 
ity of the Mixed Commission. 

§ 347. Beneficiaries of the Agreement. The Committee 
ad hoc, provided for in article 13 of the Agreement, for the 
determination of the nationality of claimants and for estab- 
lishing the fact that a person had left the Greek or Turkish 
territory before October 18, 1012, or had always resided out- 
side of Greece or Turkey, was created on April 9, 1927.®® It 
consisted of a Greek and Turkish member and of the Secre- 
tary-General of the Mixed Commission as chairman. This 
committee presented its findings to the Fifth Section of the 
Mixed Commission, which, if unanimous, took final decisions. 
Following such decisions, the Mixed Commission communi- 
cated to the two governments the lists of “beneficiaries of the 
Agreements of Athens.” 

With regard to the communication by the Mixed Commis- 
sion to the two governments and to the interested parties of 
the names recognized as beneficiaries of the Agreement of 
Athens, an acute divergence arose between the two delega- 
tions. The Greeks asserted that the communication should 
contain the information, with regard to Greek or Turkish 
nationals owning properties in Turkey or Greece, that the 
Greek or Turkish nationality of a person was recognized by 
the Mixed Commission. They feared that in the absence of 
such a declaration on the part of the Mixed Commission the 
rights guaranteed by the Agreement would not be insured. 
Indeed, a person recognized as a beneficiary, as above, might 
be refused entrance into Turkey, for instance, on the ground 
that his Greek nationality was disputed by the Turkish au- 
thorities, so that the recognition by the Mixed Commission 
that he was a beneficiary of the Agreement of Athens and 
therefore entitled to take possession of his properties in Tur- 
key would be without practical significance. 

Prooea-Verbaujc, xi, 119th meet. 
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The Turkish delegation was strongly opposed to any men- 
tion of the fact that the Commission recognized a person as a 
national of Turkey or Greece, although such a recognition was 
a necessary condition to his being recognized as a beneficiary 
of the Agreement. The Turkish delegation asserted that such 
a mention might grant to the beneficiaries broader rights than 
they were entitled to by virtue of the Agreement of Athens. 

The Greek delegation proposed that this question be sub- 
mitted to the arbitration provided for by article 4 of the Final 
Protocol signed at Athens on December 1, 1926. In fact, the 
Greek government referred the question to the arbitration of 
the President of the Greco-Turkish Arbitral Tribunal sitting 
at Constantinople. This government held the view that either 
of the two governments who signed the Pinal Protocol at 
Athens had the right to refer a difference to the arbiter, and it 
was for the latter to decide whether the question in dispute 
was one ‘of principle’ and whether "it concerned the new 
functions of the Mixed Commission under the Agreements,” 
as the Protocol provided. 

General de Lara expressed his surprise that the Greek gov- 
ernment of its own initiative put the difference before the 
arbiter without a decision of the Commission that there was 
a case for arbitration. The Greek delegation pointed out that 
the provision of the Pinal Protocol for arbitration would be 
nullified if the final power to request it should rest with the 
Commission, since it could always defeat by a majority vote 
a proposal for arbitration supported by one of the delegations. 
Finally, the Commission decided unanimously that the ques- 
tion in dispute was “an important question of principle aris- 
ing in the Mixed Commission in connection with the new 
powers conferred upon it,” and that recourse should be had to 
the arbitration provided for in the Final Protocol of December 
1 , 1926 . 2 ® 

Subsequently, an agreement was reached between the two 
delegations on the form of certificates to be granted to persons 
recognized as beneficiaries of the Agreement of Athens. These 
certificates were in two forms, corresponding to the above 

*«Proo6s-Verbaux, xiv, 137th meet,, September 16, 1927. 
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categories of persons who were beneficiaries of the Agreement. 
The one certified that a person was found to have left the 
territory of Greece (or Turkey) prior to October 18, 1912, or 
to have resided always outside Greece or Turkey; the other, 
that a person was found to be a national of Greece or Turkey 
or of a third country. Consequently the recourse to arbitra- 
tion lost its occasion and was abandoned.-'^ 

However, this arrangement did not solve all difficulties 
with regard to the beneficiaries of the Agreement. Shortly 
thereafter an unexpected thing happened. The Turkish delega- 
tion presented an interpretation of the Agreement which 
nullified its advantages for Greece. Article 2 of the Agreement 
of Athens provided that: 

Immovable property situated m districts of Turkey, the Greek 
population of which has been exchanged, and belonging to Greeks 
who left Turkey before October 18, 1912, or who have always re- 
sided outside that country, or to any Greek nationals, shall be ac- 
quired by the Turkish Government. . . 

The Turkish delegation on the Commission contended that 
the properties of Greeks of Turkish nationality who left Tur- 
key prior to October 18, 1912, could not enter into the set-off 
or compensation account provided for in the Agreement. Also, 
that in order that Greek subjects might be admitted to the 
benefits of the Agreement they should have left Turkey prior 
to October 18, 1912, A neutral member told the writer that 
this contention was not seriously maintained by the Turks, 
but was rather in the nature of a filibuster. The reason for this 
is indicated in another place.^® Another reason was that the 
Turkish delegation noted that too many Greeks were being 
recognized by the committee sitting on the recognition of 
beneficiaries of the Agreements. 

The Greek government, disturbed by the spirit that this 
interpretation exhibited, applied to the Angora goverioment 
for an explanation of its attitude. In the meantime, the neu- 
tral members in the Mixed Commission opposed the Turkish 

Pioofes-Verbaux, xiv, 140th meet., December 1, lOZ^. 

The italics are the author’s. 

“ See infra, p, 640. 
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interpretation as inadmissible, in view of the clear terms of 
article 3 of the Agreement.*" Because of the unyielding atti- 
tude of the Turks, the Greek delegation proposed, of its own 
motion, to bring the question before the arbiter provided for 
by the Final Protocol signed at Athens on December 1, 1926. 
The neutral members inchned also to the view that this dis- 
pute was a case for arbitration. The Turkish delegation, on 
the contrary, argued that no recourse could be had to arbitra- 
tion before the Mixed Commission should decide that it was 
unable to find a solution to this dispute.®^ Now, as a matter 
of fact, there could be no such decision by the Mixed Com- 
mission, m view of the position the neutral members had 
constantly taken that decisions must be unanimous, notwith- 
standing the provision of the Convention that the Commission 
should decide by a majority vote. 

At the proposal of the neutral members a compromise was 
then made. It was decided unanimously to submit to the 
arbitration of the President of the Greco-Turkish Arbitral 
Tribunal at Constantinople the following question: “Do the 
properties of Greeks, nationals of Turkey, who left Turkey 
before October 19, 1912, or had always resided outside Turkey, 
enter into the compensation provided for in the Agreement of 
Athens?” However, no steps were ever taken to submit the 
question to arbitration.®* 

The Commission also decided that on the question of prin- 
ciple concerning the conditions of recourse to arbitration 
under the Final Protocol above referred to, an advisory opin- 
ion should be asked of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice.®® This decision was carried out. 

§ 348. Advisory opinion of the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice. On February 4, 1928, the President of the 
Mixed Commission wrote to the Secretary-General of the 
League requesting an advisory opinion from the Permanent 
Court on the above question.®^ The Council of the League, 

®“Proefes-Verbaux, 142d and 143d meel., December 20 and 23, 1927. 

Proces-Veibaux, 141st meet., December 13, 1927. 

** Memorandum of neutral members annexed to Minutes of the Meeting 
of September 12, 1928. 

S3 Procfee-Vcibaux, 143d meet., December 23, 1927. 

ss League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1928, pp. 464-466. 
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after asccrtahiiiig from the two governments that they as- 
sented to the request for an advisory opinion, decided, on 
June 5, 1928, to ask the Court to give an advisory opinion 
upon the question raised in the above letter.®® The President 
of the Court fixed July 10, 1928, as the date by which the 
written statements of the Greek and Turkish governments 
were to be filed with the registry of the Court. This was com- 
plied with, and oral arguments were heard by the Court on 
August 6 and 7, 1928. The advisory opinion (No. 16) was 
handed down on August 28, 1928.®® 

The Court first reviewed the circumstances which led to 
the request of the Council, and, in particular, the proceedings 
of the Mixed Commission culminating with the application to 
the Council. From the review of the circumstances preceding 
the request, the court reached the conclusion that “the differ- 
ences of opinion which have resulted in the request for an 
opinion relate not to the question what are the conditions to 
which the submission of a question to the arbitrator is sub- 
ject, but to the question for whom it is to decide whether 
these conditions are fulfilled and by whom a question may be 
referred to him.” ®'' Thus the two questions for answer by the 
Court were stated as follows: 

1. Is it for the Mixed Commission ... to decide whether the 
conditions laid down by Article TV of the Final Protocol ... are 
or are not fulfilled? Or is it for the arbitrator contemplated by that 
article to decide this? 

2. The conditions laid down by the said Article IV having been 
fulfilled, to whom does the right of referring a question to the 
arbitrator contemplated by the article belong? 

In order to reply to these questions, the Court examined 
the general structure of the Mixed Commission, and found 
that, notwithstanding the expressions “Greek delegation” and 
“Turkish delegation,” serving to designate in the Mixed Com- 
mission the members appointed by the two governments, each 

ssjfcid., July 1928, p. 867. 

Permanent Court of International Justice, Puhlications, Series B, No. 16. 

8T Opinion No. 16, p. 16. 

BS Ibid.j p. 16. 
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member of the Mixed Commission was independent and must 
vote individually within the Commission. The Court based its 
opinion on article 12, paragraph 4, of the Convention, accord- 
ing to which the decisions of the Mixed Commission were to 
be taken by a majority. Although, of course, the Convention 
purported to create such a Mixed Commission where each 
member was to act and vote individually, this was not realized 
in the action of the Commission, and the Court was perhaps 
wrong in ignoring this condition. 

The Court further found that the main functions of the 
Commission were essentially administrative, while certain 
subsidiary duties were legislative or judicial in character. All 
these were intrusted to it with the object of facihtating the 
exchange of populations, and any interpretation or measure 
capable of impeding the work of the Commission in this 
domain must be regarded as contrary to the spirit of the pro- 
visions creating it. Here, again, it must be noted that the ques- 
tion before the Court did not relate to these duties of the 
Commission but to novel ones intrusted to it by another Act, 
the Agreement of Athens of 1926, which did not concern the 
exchange. However, the Court thought that the same spirit 
underlay this Agreement and, in general, all the instruments 
relating to the Mixed Commission, and that due importance 
should be attached to this spirit in arriving at a correct inter- 
pretation of article IV of the Final Protocol annexed to the 
Agreement of Athens. 

From the very silence of this Article on the question by 
whom or when resort may be made to arbitration by the 
President of the Greco-Turkish Mixed Arbitral Tribunal, the 
Court thought that “it is possible and natural to deduce that 
the power to refer a matter to the arbitrator rests with the 
Mixed Commission when that body finds itself confronted 
with questions of the nature indicated.” Article IV contem- 
plated "only questions arising in the course of the delibera- 
tions of the Commission.” It provided for the reference of 
important questions of principle to a tribunal which was 
regarded as better qualified than the Mixed Commission to 
Opinion No. 16, p. 20. 
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decide upon the merits of such questions. The Court con- 
cluded that “the right of reference can . . . only belong to 
the Mixed Commission; for it is a matter of determining the 
extent of its own competence.” It followed logically that the 
Commission must also decide “whether the various conditions 
required to make such reference possible are fulfilled.” 
Whether a question was of principle and of importance was 
essentially a question of discretionary estimate, and only the 
Commission was in a position to decide. Once a decision of 
the Mixed Commission for reference of a question to the 
arbitrator had been taken, the arbitrator “must decide this 
question and he may not revert to a consideration of the 
question of the presence of the conditions required by Article 
IV of the Final Protocol.” Thus no “negative conflict of 
jurisdiction . . . between the Mixed Commission and the 
arbitrator” could arise, in the opinion of the Court. 

The Greek position, according to which the arbitrator him- 
self, on reference to him by either government, had the power 
to consider the question of the presence of the conditions 
required by article IV, that is, to decide of his own com- 
petence, found support in the wording of article IV, according 
to which the questions contemplated were to be submitted to 
the President of the Arbitral Tribunal “for arbitration.” The 
Court attributed “no special importance to the use of the word 
‘arbitration’ in the article.” There could be no question of an 
arbitration except in the broadest sense of the expression. 
There were no ‘parties’ in a difference of opmion in the Mixed 
Commission, since it was composed of individual members, 
and a reference to the arbitrator might possibly be decided 
upon even if there was no difference of opinion in the Com- 
mission. 

The Court thought that reference to the President of the 
Greco-Turkish Mixed Arbitral Tribunal was appropriate, in 
view of the fact that the Commission was “not necessarily the 
most suitable body for the settlement of legal questions of 
principle of some importance,” and that this was why the 
Final Protocol conferred power to decide such questions upon 
<0 Opimon. No. 16, p. 22. 
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the President of the Mixed Tribunal. The framers of the Final 
Protocol may have desired “to secure a measure of consistency 
as between the decisions of the Mixed Commission . . . and 
those of the Greco-Turkish Mixed Arbitral Tribunal” in mat- 
ters of liquidation.*^ 

These assumptions of the Court were not all justified. 
Article IV of the Final Protocol spoke only of "questions of 
principle” and not of legal questions, as it certainly would 
have done if only the latter questions were to be referred to 
the arbitrator. The truth is that the provision for reference 
to the arbitrator was included in the Agreement of Athens in 
order to do away with the difficulties that had repeatedly 
arisen in the Mixed Commission whenever a question of prin- 
ciple of some importance caused a difference of opinion. The 
two delegations showed always an uncompromising attitude, 
and the neutral members very often avoided an expression of 
opinion and postponed indefinitely decisions on pending ques- 
tions. To avoid these deadlocks seemed to be the principal 
consideration which inspired the adoption of article IV of the 
Final Protocol. 

The strongest point made by the Court was this: “If . . . 
the right to refer a question to the arbitrator were to be 
attributed either to an individual member or to a group 
amongst the Greek or Turkish members of the Commission, 
or lastly to one of the States signatory to the Final Protocol, 
it would follow that either of these States, either directly or 
through members of the Mixed Commission of its nationality, 
could cause to be submitted . , . questions selected according 
to its wishes, such as, not being questions of principle and not 
being of any importance, should necessarily fall within the 
immediate jurisdiction of the Mixed Commission.” To this 
the answer may be made that the ai'bitralor would refuse to 
consider questions not presenting the conditions required by 
Article IV of the Final Protocol, although, as we have seen, 
the Permanent Court considered such refusal to be beyond his 
competence.*® 

« Opinion No. 16, p. 34. 

Opinion No. 16, p. 36. 

*» Supra, p, 33, 
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The Court’s unanimous opinion was therefore that (1) it 
was “for the Mixed Commission . . . alone to decide whether 
the conditions enumerated in Article IV of the Final Protocol 
. . . are or are not fulfilled”; and (2) “the conditions con- 
templated by the said Article IV having been fulfilled, the 
right to refer a question to the arbitrator belongs to the Mixed 
Commission alone.” 

The opinion was communicated to the Council of the 
League of Nations, which took note of it on September 8, 
1928, and ordered it communicated to the President of the 
Mixed Commission. In the meantime the new negotiations for 
the final liquidation of aH pending questions were begun at 
Angora, and the opinion of the Court did not serve any prac- 
tical purpose. 

§ 349. Failure to execute the Agreement as regards 
restoration of properties. The work of appraisal of properties 
did not exhaust the Agreement of Athens of 1926. The ap- 
praisal concerned properties which should not be restored 
under the Agreement. All other properties were to be restored. 
In particular, in Greece: 

1. All urban properties (lands or buildings). 

2. All forests, woods, and summer pasture lands. 

3. Rural properties not occupied by refugees or peasants. 

4. Properties located in Western Thrace. 

In Turkey: 

1. Properties located in the district of Constantinople, 

2. Properties elsewhere in Turkey which should be ex- 
empted from the set-off at the request of the Greek govern- 
ment. 

Article 9 of the Agreement of Athens provided that these 
various properties were to be restored within one month from 
the coming into force of the Agreement. As no provision ex- 
isted as to the time the Agreement was to come into force, 
the date of exchange of ratifications, June 23, 1927, was so 
taken. Thus, by July 23, 1927, all the above properties were 
to be restored, with the exception of properties in Asia Minor 
and Eastern Thrace not excepted from the system of set-off 
or compensation. 
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In this connection it should be noted that according to a 
verbal understanding reached in Athens during the time of 
the negotiations and communicated to the Mixed Commission 
on June 27, 1927,"“ the two governments undertook to stop 
all seizures of movable or immovable properties after May 
31, 1926. This agreement concerned all persons dealt with by 
the Agreement of Athens. It appears that this verbal under- 
standing was not fully carried out by the Turkish authorities, 
the Greek delegation protesting in several instances that the 
seizures continued and that Turkish refugees were being 
lodged in Greek buildings in Constantinople which were to 
be restored to the owners under the Agreement.*® 

However, in the meantime the execution of the main stipu- 
lation of the Agreement of Athens was interrupted. ' Both 
countries ordered certain restorations of properties in July, 
1927, that is, within the period of one month provided for in 
the Agreement. At this time the dispute as to the 119 Turkish 
claimants of the Declaration as to Moslem Properties in 
Greece arose.*® Greece, being refused a revision of the cases 
of those claimants who were proved to be subject to exchange 
and therefore should not obtain restoration of their properties, 
ceased from further restorations. Turkey also ceased from aU 
further restorations. 

There followed a temporary paralysis of the work of the 
Commission. The prevailing condition of filibuster was punc- 
tuated only by occasional outbursts of recrimination. By the 
end of 1927, it became clear that the provisions of the Agree- 
ment for the restoration of the properties enumerated above 
would not be executed. The old vicious circle of mutual re- 
criminations was resumed in the Mixed Commission. There 
was again exhibited the lack of mutual confidence between 
the two governments. Mr. Diamantopoulos, the President of 
the Greek delegation, put it bluntly at a later time, on July 
5, 1928: *'^ “The work of restoration has not been completed 


wprocSs-Verbaux, «i, 126th meet. 

*»Procfes-Verbaux, xiv, 138th meet., September 20, 1927: 162d meet., Feb- 
ruary 11, 1928; lS3d meet., March 1, 1928. 

See atgjro, pp. 470 ff. 

« Procte-Verbaux, lOOlh meeting. 
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in Greece, It is not just to demand of Greece the full execu- 
tion of her engagements, when most of the engagements un- 
dertaken by Turkey are not executed. The restoration of the 
properties in Greece is certainly an important question, but 
this should not leave in the shade all those questions which 
have been awaiting solution m the Mixed Commission for a 
very long time.” The Agreement of Athens was, after all, a 
whole, and moreover it could not be separated entirely from 
the Convention concerning the Exchange of Populations. 
Each government felt that it could not execute a certain obli- 
gation under the Agreement so long as it was not certain that 
the other government would execute another obligation under 
the same Agreement or under the Convention. Beside the 
restoration of urban and rural properties, there were pending 
the questions of restoration of bank deposits in Turkey, of 
merchandise in warehouses in Turkey, of deposits of orphan- 
ages, etc., and the question of the recognition of the etablis 
of Constantinople, It was a very serious defect in the Agree- 
ment of Athens that, notwithstanding the experience of past 
years, it did not provide for a machinery securing the sub- 
stantially automatic execution of the various provisions, so as 
to do away with the mutual distrust of the two governments. 

An attempt was made, in negotiations between the two 
governments in the last months of 1927 and the first months 
of 1928, to find such a machinery and to provide for a general 
solution of all the pending questions, but this attempt failed, 
as is explained in another place.'*® The Mixed Commission was 
intrusted once more with the task of finding a solution. In 
June, 1928, the Commission was strengthened by the acquisi- 
tion of Senor Rivas Vicuna as a neutral member. At his re- 
quest, the two delegations stated before the Commission the 
problems needing solution and their position concerning them. 
He concluded*® that there was evident correlation between 
the measures taken in the two countries, and pointed out that 
it was difficult to conceive of two countries bound by agree- 
ments yet resorting to reprisals in time of peace. 

See infra, p. 647, 

Piocfes-VeiDaux, 10Olh meet, July 5, 1928. 
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§ 350. Proposals by neutral members of the Commission. 
Shortly thereafter,”" while General de Lara was on leave of 
absence, Senor Rivas Vicuna and Mr. Holstad, the two neu- 
tral members, presented to the Commission a set of proposi- 
tions and a declaration. According to these propositions, the 
two governments were bound to restore certain properties; 
with this requirement they had not fully complied. With the 
hope that the obligation would be executed and the measures 
of reprisal cancelled, the two delegations were invited to fur- 
nish to the Mixed Commission iii the briefest possible time 
lists of the properties whose lestoration was asked in Greece 
and Turkey respectively. The Mixed Commission would trans- 
mit the Greek list to the Turkish delegation and the Turkish 
list to the Greek delegation and call upon them to present in- 
formation, within a month, on the following points: 

(1) Which properties had been restored. 

(2) The properties whose restoration was decided upon but 
which had not been restored. 

(3) The properties which the governments were prepared 
to restore. 

(4) The properties which the governments were unable to 
restore. 

(5) The properties which, in their opinion, would not be 
subject to restoration. 

These lists and observations were to bo examined by a sec- 
tion of the Commission, which should present a report in 
September, 1928, to permit the Commission to lake action. 
Another section of the Commission was to supervise the work 
of the two Sub-Commissions of Constantinople and Western 
Thrace and report thereon also in September, 1928. 

The declaration deposited by the neutrals was as follows: 

(1) The idea of asking the two governments that all 
properties seized or sequestrated be turned over to the Mixed 
Commission, in order that it might proceed to the restoration, 
constituted a solution of the difficulties. They were ready to 
accept this duty if intrusted with it by the two governments. 

(2) The idea of making an appraisal of unrestored prop- 

so Proet»-Veihaiix, IflSd meet., July 12, 192S. 
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erties and including the value in the compensation account 
also constituted a solution, but it was not in accordance with 
the Agreements. 

(3) The neutral members considered as a last solution the 
strict apphcation of the Agreements. In case of failure to 
execute them, a government was bound to purchase the un- 
restored properties or to indemnify the proprietor, paying in 
cash in either case. 

(4) For determining the value of unrestored properties 
and their revenues, a committee of appraisal was to be es- 
tablished. The national members were to be proposed by the 
Mortgage Banks of the two countries and designated by the 
delegations. The neutral member was to be chosen by the 
two neutral members of the Commission from a list prepared 
by the Economic Section of the League of Nations or from 
experts of Mortgage Banks of neutral countries. The opinion 
of the neutral member of the committee was to prevail in case 
of disagreement, 

( 5 ) As soon as the value of a property was determmed and 
the right of property recognized, the Mixed Commission was 
to ask the interested government to place at its disposal, 
within a month, the amount of the appraisal. 

(6) The neutral members imdted the two delegations to 
engage themselves to accept in advance the decisions which 
the neutrals should propose in case no agreement was reached. 

It wiU be seen that the effect of these propositions and 
declaration was to take away from the two governments, as 
far as possible, the execution of their obligations as between 
each other, and to substitute the execution of these obligations 
by the Mixed Commission itself, to which the means for such 
execution were to be supplied by the two governments. 

The above proposals were adopted by the Mixed Commis- 
sion at its meeting of July 14, 1928, by its Decision No, 40,®^ 
after the two delegations voiced their general agreement 
thereto. The Commission also decided to express to the two 
governments the request that the properties subject to restora- 
tion by virtue of the Agreement on Properties be turned over 

•iProofes-Veibaux, 163d meeting. 
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to the Mixed Commission with a view to their restoration to 
the interested parties. 

Within the period provided for by the above decision, that 
is, before September, 1928, the lists of properties subject to 
restoration were presented to the Mixed Commission and 
transmitted by the latter to the two delegations respectively 
for their observations. 

In September, 1928,-'^ the Turkish government declared 
that it accepted the solution proposed by the Mixed Commis- 
sion, with regard to properties subject to restoration, namely, 
that they should be turned over to the Mixed Commission in 
order that it might proceed to their restoration. The Greek 
government, on the contrary, accepted the other solution pro- 
posed, that all properties not restored by a government should 
be purchased by it and the owner be paid the value or in- 
demnified in cash. Senor Rivas Vicuna pointed out that the 
two methods were not mutually exclusive. The one of the two 
governments might agree to place at the disposal of the 
Mixed Commission all seized properties and the other only 
the properties that it was able to restore. The restoration 
might be made either directly to the interested parties or 
by the intermediation of the Mixed Commission. 

§ 351. The memorandmn of two neutral members of the 
Commission. At this time, on September 12, 1928, the afore- 
said two neutral members, Senor Rivas Vicuna and Mr. Hol- 
stad, doubtless at the initiative of the former, took the first 
constructive step ever attempted in the Mixed Commission. 
They prepared and deposited at a meeting of the Mixed Com- 
mission a memorandmn summing up all the problems be- 
fore it and making definite proposals toward their solution. 
General de Lara, the third neutral member, did not sign this 
memorandum. He was at the time a patient at Salzo Mag- 
giore. Knowing of the memorandum and disagreeing with 
certain of the proposals, he hurried from his hospital to Con- 
stantinople, arriving, however, eight days late, on September 
20, 1928.“ While congratulating his colleagues on their initia- 

Pi'oofes-Verbaux, 167th meet., September 4, 1928. 

Proeba-Vetbaux, 168th meeting. 
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tive before the Mixed Commission, he attempted to have them 
change certain of their proposals, failing which he read at 
the next meeting, October 4, 1928, a memorandum of his 
own, stating his divergent interpretations of matters of the 
past and making no definite proposals on anything. The inci- 
dent caused by a declaration of General de Lara concerning 
his colleague, Senor Rivas Vicuna, is considered in another 
place.®® 

With respect to the restoration of properties provided for 
by the Agreement on Properties of Athens, the above memo- 
randum of the two neutral members referred to communica- 
tions made by the two governments; the Turkish, that it ac- 
cepted the proposal of the neutral members to turn over to 
the Mixed Commission all properties to be restored; and the 
Greek, that properties not restored were to be purchased by 
the government concerned. The memorandum concluded that 
in case no agreement was reached on this matter within the 
period previously fixed by the Mixed Commission, “the neu- 
tral members would propose the solutions that the matter 
involves, within the powers given to the Mixed Commission 
by the Agreements.” This was sufiBciently strong language 
for the neutral members of the Commission, accustomed only 
to wait and mediate. The Presidents of both delegations left 
for Angora and Athens respectively to confer with their gov- 
ernments. 

Soon afterwards, negotiations between the two govern- 
ments were entered upon for the general liquidation of all 
questions enumerated as pending in the memorandum of 
Messrs. Rivas Vicuna and Holstad. 

SB ProcSs-Verbaux, 170th meeting. 

BB See supra, p. 362. 
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NEGOTIATIONS TOR BALANCING OF CLAIMS 
FOR GEEEK AND TURKISH PROPERTIES 

§352. Iniluihon of the new negotiationa. 

§ 3.13. Firat titugc of nogotiatiuns. 

§354. RGasons for their failuio. 

§ 355. Second stage of negotintion.s. 

§ 356. Gieek and Tuiki*-!! methods for lump set-off. 

§ 357. Set-off of piopcrties of exchanged populations. 

§ 358. Properties of ctablis. 

§ 359. Other quettions discussed. 

§ 360. Third stage of negotiations. 

$ 361. Last stage of negotiations. 

§ 352. Initiation, of the new negotiations. In the preced- 
ing chapter we have seen that the execution of the Agreement 
signed at Athens December 1, 1926, and ratified June 23, 1927, 
was gradually impeded and at last wholly discontinued. The 
dispute with regard to the 119 claimants of the Declaration 
as to Moslem Properties in Greece was the main, or at least 
the firat reason which caused the failure of the Agreement of 
Athens. The Greek government believed in the justice of its 
request that there should be a revision of the cases of the 
twenty to twenty-five among the 119 claimants whose ad- 
mission to the benefits of the Declaration was absolutely un- 
just, since they came under the provisions of the Convention 
concerning Exchange as persons subject to exchange. The 
Turkish government did not see its way to accept this revi- 
sion, especially in view of the fact that the 119 claimants were 
prominent persons in Turkey and exercised pressure on the 
government. The Turkish government accordingly insisted 
vigorously on the immediate restoration of their properties 
to the 119 claimants, and when the Greek govermnent refused 
to yield, the work of the Mixed Commission was paralyzed 
by the tactics of the Turkish delegation,^ 

See supra, p. 540. 
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In December, 1927, when it appeared that the work of the 
Mixed Commission had practically stopped, the President of 
the Turkish delegation proposed informally to his Greek col- 
league that the question of the properties covered by the 
Agreement of Athena should be solved once and for all by the 
payment to the Turkish government of the guarantee of 
£500,000 deposited by Greece with the International Financial 
Commission at Athens and by the restoration to Moslems of 
the urban properties as provided for in the Agreement of 
Athens. These proposals introduced the last period of the long 
negotiations between the two governments, which presented 
four stages. 

§ 353. First stage of negotiations. The first stage (April- 
June, 1928) was described as follows by Mr. Diamantopoulos, 
President of the Greek delegation, at the meeting of the 
Mixed Commission on July 10, 1028: ® 

“The negotiations were not meant to modify the existing 
Agreements but rather to solve the difficulties which arose in 
their execution. In October, 1927, all the work of the Commis- 
sion had stopped, and even the work of appraisals was in dan- 
ger of paralysis. Ihsan Bey, President ad interivi of the Turkish 
delegation, on his return from Angora, unofficially informed 
us, on behalf of the Turkish government, that the latter was 
not satisfied with the progress of the work. Ihsan Bey then 
formulated the following proposals: 

“(1) Renunciation on both sides of the appraisals then 
in process. 

“(2) Payment on the part of the Greek govermnent to the 
Turkish government of the sum of £500,000, the amount of 
the guarantee agreed upon by the Agreement of Athens. 

“(3) Departure from Constantinople, as exchangeable, of 
about 25,000 Greeks. 

“(4) In case of acceptance of these proposals and of some 
other secondary ones, the dissolution of the Mixed Commis- 
sion. 

“This unofficial proposal was confirmed to me confiden- 

* Prooes-Verbaux, 161st meeting. 
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tially by Saradjoglou Chukri Bey, former President of the 
Turkish Delegation and now Minister of Finance. 

“The Greek delegation replied that it would refer the pro- 
posal to the Greek government, but that it believed it was 
authorized to reject unhesitatingly the proposal to subject to 
exchange 25,000 Greek inhabitants of Constantinople. I 
pointed out that I regretted the inclusion of such a proposal, 
which of itself would render any agreement impossible. On 
January 13, 1928, Dzevad Bey, Minister of Turkey at Athens, 
left a memorandum with the Greek Ministry of Foreign Af- 
fairs containing the same proposals, and dealing also with 
the question of the liquidation of properties of the exchanged 
populations, for which it provided as follows: Tn this field the 
Mixed Commission has accomplished nothing as yet, and it 
may be presumed that it will not do anything. Under these 
conditions, that task would only serve to keep going the work 
of the Conamission, whose maintenance is very costly, without 
reaching any practical result. It would be useful to study and 
solve this question, at the same time as that of the duration 
of the Commission.’ 

“Concerning the cessation of appraisals and the payment 
of £500,000, M. Michalacopoulos, the Greek Minister of For- 
eign Affairs, declared at the time that the Greek government 
had not yet studied the figures obtained by the appraisals thus 
far made in order to judge of the final result of the accounts. 
In the memorandum he saw only an indication of the error 
that might be made by anticipating that this result would be 
in favor of Turkey. He thought that the completion of the 
appraisals should be awaited before the Greek government 
should consent to any sacrifice, 

“With regard to the proposal to exchange 26,000 Greeks of 
Constantinople, the Turkish government was willing to accept 
a figure to be agreed upon by the two governments. Mr. 
Michalacopoulos remarked that the question is settled by 
Decision XXVII of the Mixed Commission. He added that the 
Greek government could not contemplate a new examination 
of this question, which had been solved after the Greek gov- 
ernment consented to an alteration in article 16 of the Con- 
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vention concerning the Greeks absent from Constantinople. 
To accept a reconsideration of this question would be to 
neglect private interests whose safeguard was required by the 
strictest equity, and it would seriously affect public opinion. 
As a counter-proposal, the Greek government offered, as an 
alternative to the literal application of Decision XXVII of 
the Mixed Commission, the recognition en bloc as ‘estab- 
lished' of aU persons now present at Constantinople. 

“Lastly, on the question of the appraisal of the properties 
of the exchanged populations, the Greek government pro- 
posed to submit the question to the arbitration of a neutral. 

“An exchange of views with relation to these matters took 
place between Mr. Michalacopoulos and the Turkish Foreign 
Minister, Tevfic Ruchdi Bey, at their meeting in Geneva in 
March, 1928, and subsequently between Tevfic Ruchdi and 
Mr. Papas, the Greek Minister at Angora. The conversations 
that followed developed on several points in a satisfactory 
way, to such a degree that Mr. Papas found it proper to put 
down certain conclusions in a draft memorandum having no 
official character and obligating neither party. 

“These points may be summed up as follows: 

“(1) Lump appraisal of the properties to be balanced 
in the space of six months by arbitration intrusted to a neutral 
member of the Mixed Commission (arbitrator-liquidator) and 
according to a summary procedure. 

“(2) A set-off of the properties which should be restored 
according to Article 1 of the Agreement of Athens, and which 
have not yet been restored. 

“(3) Restoration of the properties of Greek nationals 
situated in Constantinople within a month from the date 
when the arbitrator-liquidator should be entrusted by the 
Mixed Commission with the above task. 

“(4) Arbitration by the three neutral members of the 
Commission concerning the execution of Decision XXVII. 

“(5) Appraisal, as speedy as possible, of the immovable 
properties to be acquired by the two governments by virtue 
of Decision XXVIII. 
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“(6) Liquidation of the properties of the exchanged popu- 
lations by the same arbitrator-liquidator, according to the 
most summary procedure. 

“The points of view of the two negotiators seemed to 
diverge less and less, when, in the course of a last meeting, 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Turkey delivered to Mr. 
Papas a memorandum, communicated also to the Mixed Com- 
mission, signifying that the Turkish government preferred to 
abide purely and simply by the strict application of the exist- 
ing Agreements and by the solution of the various questions 
by the Mixed Commission. This was the end of the negotia- 
tions, and the Greek government had no difficulty in follow- 
ing the Turkish government in this way.” 

§ 354. Reasons for their failure. The reasons for the fail- 
ure of the negotiations at this stage would appear to be two. 
The Greek government insisted on the solution of all pending 
matters by arbitration. Turkey did not feel that she could 
win anything by arbitration and feared that she might lose 
much. On the other hand, Mr. Venizelos made his appearance 
at this time on the political horizon in Greece, assuming once 
more the leadership of the Liberal party and the Premiership 
in Greece. The Turks preferred to watch developments in 
Greece before making up their minds as to what position they 
would take. In the meantime, they believed that they could 
advantageously disturb the serenity of the Greek government 
that would result from the elections of August, 1928, by rais- 
ing an outcry as to conditions in Western Thrace. 

Beginning in July, 1928, its recriminations as to Western 
Thrace and the alleged violations of the Convention by the 
Greek government, the Turkish delegation obtained at last 
from the Mixed Commission a decision that a mixed delega- 
tion of the Commission should proceed to Western Thrace 
early in October for the purpose of investigating the condi- 
tion of the Moslem population. This visit was, in fact, made 
in November, and its interruption, following the dispute at 
that time between the Greek and Turkish members, is de- 
scribed in another place.® 

* See «upra, p. 494. 
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§ 355. Second stage of negotiations. In the meantime, 
in September, 1928, Mr. Venizelos, the head of the new gov- 
ernment in Greece, sent a letter to Ismet Pasha suggesting 
that the questions pending before the Mixed Commission be 
decided by negotiation. Mr. Papas returned to Angora in 
October, 1928, with the instructions of Mr. Venizelos for new 
negotiations. Soon afterwards, the disputes between the Greek 
and Turkish members of the mixed delegation investigating 
in Western Thrace, and the consequent interruption of the 
meetings of this delegation and its return to Constantinople, 
delayed the negotiations, which were not seriously entered 
upon before the end of December, 1928. 

From this time to March, 1929, the negotiations passed 
through their second stage. They were conducted on the basis 
of the Turkish proposal that the question of the set-off of 
Greek and Turkish properties provided for in the Agreement 
of Athens should be finally solved by the payment on the part 
of Greece of a sum of money. When negotiations began at 
Angora in the latter part of December, 1928, it was agreed 
that the lump set-off and the balance to be paid, if any, were 
to be determined on the basis of the appraisals already made. 

§ 356. Greek and Turkish methods for lump set-off. The 
appraisals made by the mixed committees to November 30, 
1928, in Greece and Turkey, amounted to the following 
figures: 


In Turkey 

Unanimous appraisals of various kinds of properties £678,525 

Appraisals by the neutral members of the committees, the 

Greek and Turkish members disagiecine 72,914 


Total £761,439 

In Greece 

Unanimous appraisals of various kinds of properties £421,636 

Appraisals by the neutral members of committees, the Greek 

and Turkish members disagreeing 398,160 


Total £819,706 


How were these figures to be used? The Greek technical 
expert proposed a method which seemed scientific and certain 
to give results approximately correct. He proposed to use the 
unanimous appraisals made in both countries and extract 
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from them for each region of Greece and Turkey ‘local coefiB- 
cients’ or ‘unitary prices’ for each kind of property. These co- 
efficients were to be applied to properties which had not yet 
been appraised, thus obtaining the total value of properties 
in Greece and Turkey. 

The two governments were not on an equal footing as re- 
gards knowledge of the properties claimed by the other. The 
Greek delegation had already furnished to the Mixed Commis- 
sion in May, 1927, when the committees of appraisal began 
their work, complete data as to the Greek claims, namely, the 
number of claimants and the number and kind of properties 
claimed, with an indication of the value of such property. 
This was a strategical mistake on the part of the Greek dele- 
gation. On the contrary, the Turkish delegation did not sub- 
mit any data as to properties and values, beyond a bare list 
of claimants. This list contained: 


Macedonia 

Crete 

Ill « 

Ttessaly 

64 " 

Thrace 


Mitylene 


Lemnoa 


Chios 


Peloponnesus 


Total 



The specification of each property claimed was made in Greece 
before the mixed committees by their Turkish members or 
by representatives of the claimants. Thus, at the time the 
negotiations began, the Greeks had no clear idea of what the 
Turkish claims were. Moreover, even at this stage the Greek 
negotiators did not see the necessity of obtaining a clear state- 
ment of the sum of the Turkish figures. Instead of this, they 
submitted a memorandum, setting forth detailed factors and 
tables concerning the Greek and Turkish properties, using in 
respect to the latter the statistical data of the Greek Ministry 
of Agriculture. 

The Turkish negotiators took full advantage of these mis- 
takes, The limit of their claims was beyond control, since 
verification was now rend^ed impossible by the desire to 
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make a lump set-o£f. The Greeks would, of course, have some 
idea as to the accuracy of these claims, in view of their own 
data and estimates on Turkish properties in Greece. But, 
while the Turkish figures could be disputed, there was no way 
of checking them by previous Turkish declarations. 

The memorandum mentioned above, drawn up by the 
Greek technical expert and presenting all the factors as to 
Greek and Turkish properties to be set off, gave the approxi- 
mate values of those properties by the application of the co- 
eflBcients found as above, in two tables which gave the follow- 
ing totals: * 

Turkish pounds 


Total value of Greek properties in Turkey 10,144,981 

Total value of Turkish properties in Greece 8,498,094 

Leaving a balance in favor of Gieeoe of 1,646,887 Turkish pounds 


This balance of itself was sufficient to discredit in Turkish 
eyes the Greek method of finding the approximate values of 
Greek and Turkish properties to be set off. Tevfic Ruchdi 
Bey, the Turkish Foreign Minister, to whom Mr. Papas com- 
municated these tables, declared that they were of no serious 
value, although he confessed he had not studied them.® Sub- 
sequently, following the visit at Angora of the Italian Foreign 
Minister, Signor Grandi, Tevfic Ruchdi Bey admitted that the 
basis proposed by the Greek expert was reasonable, but he 
preferred the Turkish basis based on declared values. 

The Turkish system of finding the approximate values of 
Greek and Turkish properties to be set off attempted to find 
the truth in the coefficient of the difference between the 
values declared by the claimants and those estimated by tihe 
appraisal committees. This method was arbitrary, especially 
when it is recalled that the Turkish delegation had not up 
to that time declared as yet the values claimed by the Turkish 
claimants. Tevfic Ruchdi Bey declared that the coefficient of 
truthfulness of the claims for the Turkish properties in Greece 

* It should be borne iu miad that this refers only to properties covered by 
the Agreement of Athens and does not include properties of persons exchanged 
or of persons exempted from the exchange in Constantinoplo and Western 
Thrace. 

“ Repoi-t of Mr. Tatarakis, the Greek technical expert, to the Greek Min- 
istry of Foreign Affairs, dated January 12, 1929. 
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was found to be 40% of the values declared, whereas for the 
Greek properties in Turkey it was 20%. 

It was agreed that the two technical experts, Midhat Bey 
and Mr. Tatarakis, should meet for the cooperative applica- 
tion of the two methods.® The experts met on December 31. 
On that day and on January 2 they discussed the two meth- 
ods, while Mr. Tatarakis vainly asked for the Turkish data 
on the properties of the Turkish claimants in Greece. At the 
next meeting, January 3, 1929, at the request of the Greek 
delegation, the Turkish expert at last presented the table of 
Turkish claims, containing merely figures of values and areas 
of properties claimed. 

To questions propounded by the Greek expert it was 
stated that the number of Turkish claimants for the above 
properties was 2059. It was then remarked that the previous 
declarations of the Turkish delegation to the Mixed Commis- 
sion put this number at 1223 claimants. The Turkish expert 
admitted that in the above figure of 2059 there were 306 
claimants from Thrace, not included in the set-off of proper- 
ties under the Agreement of Athens, whose deduction brought 
the number of claimants to 1753. A further deduction was 
made of 200 claimants from the Spinalonga region of Crete, 
who, as the Greek expert pointed out, could not be regarded 
as claimants, since their properties had been sold long before 
and the price deposited with the Italian consul at Candia. 
The number of claimants was thus reduced to 1553. It was 
also specified that among these claimants there were 440 who 
had made no declaration with regard to the value of their 
properties in Greece. 

The value of the Turkish properties claimed as above was 
given by the Turkish delegation as follows: 

Turkic pounds 
.. 12,106,972 
. . 6,999,340 

.. 2,718,684 

.. 5,154,448 

Tota[ 26,968,360 

•Report by Mr. Tatarakis to the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs, dated 
January 12, 1929. 


Macedonia 
Thessaly . 
Enirus ... 
Idands . . 
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Al this meeting of January 3, the Turkish expert declared 
that this table included the unanimous and disputed ap- 
praisals of properties in Greece. In reply to his inquiry, the 
Greek expert stated that the total value of Greek properties 
declared reached 52,000.000 Turkish pounds. To the remark 
of the Turkish expert that the lists communicated to the 
Mixed Commission gave a total of 39,000,000 Turkish pounds, 
the answer was made that this did not include 13,000,000 of 
properties in the city of Smyrna. Whereupon at the next 
meeting, January 4, 1929, the Turkish expert declared that 
the above figure of 26,958,350 for the Turkish properties did 
not include the value of properties appraised by the com- 
mittees. In view of his previous declaration to the contrary, 
the Greek expert was decidedly surprised. 

With regard to the coefficient for finding the true value 
from these declared values, the Turkish member, taking as a 
basis the unanimous appraisals, and, for the disputed ap- 
praisals, the average between the prices given by the neutral 
member and by the interested national member, found that 
this was 50% for the Turkish claims and 14% for the Greek 
claims. After discussion, and the reminder by the Greek ex- 
pert that already Tevfic Ruchdi Bey had set the Greek co- 
efficient at 20%, the Turkish expert admitted, first 20%, and 
then 25% as the Greek coefficient, which showed the lack 
of any real foundation for his system. 

Under these conditions, the Turkish expert, applying the 
above coefficients, found the following: 

Turkish iiouniU 


ToUil value of Turkish propertira in Greece 16,960,831 

Total value of Greek properties in Turkey 14,360,341 

Leaving a balance in favor of the Tiirki of 2,C0(,),4tl3 


The Turkish coefficient of 50% for Turkish claimants was 
reduced to 41% if based only on the unanimous appraisals, 
as the Greek system was based. Indeed, the Turkish delega- 
tion had found: 
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Unanimous appraisals of Turkish propcrlics in G-reece £421,636 

and in the disputed appraisals 

neutral prices £398,160 

Turkisli prices 721,698 


Total £1,119,758 

and according to the Turkish view tho average of 

XU ■ 1,119,758 --0 oTQ 

these prices was — — — or 559,879 


giving a total of appraisals £981,515 

which on tho basis of tho 50% coofReient named by 
the Turks meant a declared value of 

2x981,515 £1,963,030 


Now the real total of appraisals, taking into account only the 
neutral appraisals, was £819,796 (£421,636 + £398,160), which 
compared to the above amount of £1,963,030 reduced the co- 
eflB.cient to 41%. 

Indeed, the idea of reaching a sound result by taking the 
average between the figures of the neutral member and those 
of the interested national member of the appraisal committee 
had no basis at all. The national members had the tendency 
in a disputed appraisal to put the appraisal as high as they 
could. Sometimes the difference between the prices given by 
the two national members was enormous. Take, for instance, 
the case of the farm Koupakia in Greece, for which the 
Turkish member of the committee put the price of £18,220 
and the neutral member that of £4960, against a claim of the 
owner for £178,000 ! Also the following appraisals of Turkish 
farms in Macedonia: 


Farm Vichan Neutral price 2,354,940 drachmae 

Turkish price 13,626,000 “ 

Greek price 034,600 “ 

Farm Koula Neutml price 183,750 " 

Turkish price 6,160,000 “ 

Greek price 61,260 “ 

Farm Kalondia Neutral price 346,896 " 

Turkish price ..... 1,036,000 " 

Greek price 213,081 " 

Farm Fytok Neutral price 584,800 " 

Turkish price 5,436,000 “ 

Greek price 220,500 “ 


It win be noted that in these appraisals the neutral prices 
are between two and three times higher than tho Greek prices, 
and the Turkic prices, three, six, nine, or twenty-eight times 
(in the case of the farm Koula) higher than the neutral 
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prices. Under these conditions, to take the average between 
the Turkish and the neutral appraisals of Turkish properties 
in Greece as a means of reaching the truth with regard to the 
value of such properties was wholly arbitrary. 

With a coefficient of 41%, the total value of Turkish 
properties in Greece was reduced to 14,055,447 Turkish 
pounds, against the value of Greek properties of 14,360,391 
Turkish pounds, with a difference in favor of Greece of 304,944 
Turkish pounds, and this reached by applying the Turkish 
method. ■ I ' 

Thus, in conclusion, the Greeks declared that under the 
Greek method of lump appraisal there was a balance in favor 
of Greece of 1,646,887, and under the Turkish method a bal- 
ance of 304,944 Turkish pounds. The Turks, for their part, 
asserted that, on the basis of their coefficients, there was a 
balance in favor of Turkey of 2,600,493 Turkish pounds. 

The Greek delegation had the belief that there was no 
basis for the Turkish figures, and that, in truth, the Greek 
properties were of greater value. The writer was permitted to 
read a confidential report, dated December 17, 1928, ad- 
dressed by the Greek expert, Mr. Tatarakis, to the President 
of the Greek delegation, from which it appears that the Greek 
expert believed in the approximate accuracy of the figures 
gathered by him on the respective value of Greek and Turkish 
properties, with the exception of a small reduction with respect 
to the appraisal of Greek houses and stores in Turkey, most 
of which would probably be found by the appraisal commit- 
tees ruined or dilapidated and therefore of much smaller 
value than that of houses already appraised in the regions 
visited by the Committees in Turkey. Although the Turkish 
properties in Greece were large estates, there were only 1553 
Turkish claimants against eight times as many Greek claim- 
ants, Indeed, there were 13,500 Greek claimants. On both 
sides it might be difficult for many claimants to prove that 
they were beneficiaries of the Agreement of Athens, but the 
difference between the numbers of claimants from the two 
countries allowed for a greater proportion of false and non- 
proved claims on the Greek side. 
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Notwithstanding this situation, the Greek expert recom- 
mended reaching an agreement with the Turks, for the fol- 
lowing reasons: 

(1) The completion of the individual appraisals by the 
committees was impracticable. Their output was very small. 
Even if the work of appraisal by the committees could be 
completed, the difference from the two lump appraisal ac- 
counts would be 15 or 20%. 

(2) With the appraisal by the committees, examination 
of the personal status of claimants and of the proof of owner- 
ship rights would have to go side by side. In this respect, the 
Greek delegation would be at a disadvantage. The interested 
parties had been already paid indemnities by the Greek gov- 
ernment and were no longer interested in supplying the dele- 
gation with proof of their claims. Thus, there existed the 
danger that although the Greek claims were in fact greater, 
the Greek delegation would not be able to prove enough of 
them to balance the Turkish claims. 

The results of the work of the technical experts were laid 
down in Protocols signed by them on January 5, 1929. These 
were submitted to the negotiators at Angora, and as on both 
sides there was a desire to reach an agreement, it was decided 
to hold this matter in abeyance while the other questions dis- 
cussed in the abortive negotiations of the previous year were 
taken up. 

§ 357. Set-off of properties of exchanged populations. 
The largest question, of course, was that of the lump appraisal 
and liquidation of the properties left in the two countries 
by the exchanged Greek and Turkish populations. It is suffi- 
cient to recall that as a result of the exchange upwards of a 
million and a quarter Greeks left their properties in Turkey, 
and about 400,000 Turks hkowise left their properties in 
Greece. How were these properties to be liquidated? At the 
demand of the two delegations, the President of the Mixed 
Commission asked a report on this matter of the Inspection 
Service, which supervised the work of the appraisal commit- 
tees in Greece and Turkey, Such a report was submitted on 
January 30, 1929. 
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It was pointed out that there were 1,022,000 applications 
submitted by persons subject to exchange from the two coun- 
tries. These applications were filed by the exchanged persons 
and gave indications, not always complete, as to the proper- 
ties left in the country of origin anrl their value. The first work 
to be done in order to obtain a clear idea as to these applica- 
tions was to classify them, according to the region where the 
properties were situated, the category of property (urban or 
rural) , and the amount of the claims. Such a classification had 
already begun only two months before (November, 1928) 
and 20,100 had been classified during this time. Accordingly, 
it would take eight years to classify all the applications, if the 
same monthly output should continue. With a substantial in- 
crease of personnel, the work could be terminated within a 
year. 

The report considered impracticable individual appraisals 
for all these properties. Rejecting entirely the method prac- 
tised for the appraisal of properties of non-exchangeable per- 
sons (by three experts) as extremely costly and slow, it 
pointed out also the impracticability of individual appraisals 
by a single neutral expert. It would require thirty years and a 
total expenditure for appraisal alone of £6,132,000 to have 
constantly 100 neutral experts on the task. 

The method of direct individual appraisal of all properties 
being thus put aside, the report sought a mode of appraisal 
which should be as rapid as possible and give guarantees of 
as great approximation as possible to the real value of the 
properties to be liquidated. This was to be achieved by estab- 
lishing regional tables of values for each category of proper- 
ties, as follows. In each region in Turkey and Greece, a num- 
ber of direct appraisals for various categories of properties 
would be undertaken by the existing appraisal committees, in 
which the neutral members only would decide, the national 
members acting merely in an advisory capacity. This would 
permit the finding of a relation between the amount claimed 
and the correspondhig real value of each property. The aver- 
age values for each kbid of property in each region would thus 
be established, after account was also taken of the density of 
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the population, the facilities of communication, and any gen- 
eral or local conditions affecting the value of properties. The 
appraisals already made for properties of non-exchangeable 
persons would also be taken into consideration in establishing 
these tables of average regional values. 

The prices resulting from these tables would be applied to 
the properties mentioned in the applications of the exchanged 
persons by a competent personnel in the Mixed Commission 
under the supervision of the Inspection Service. Any errors 
involved in this method of appraisal would affect the indi- 
vidual claimants, but they would be counterbalanced so far as 
the two countries were concerned. 

It is clear that this proposal for the approximate appraisal 
of properties of exchanged persons did not permit an imme- 
diate and lump appraisal of all properties. It merely rendered 
the liquidation of all individual claims a matter of accounting 
operations, and therefore it promised the termination of the 
work of appraisal in a relatively short period of time. The 
proposal was clearly inspired by the methods of appraisal 
adopted in the Greco-Bulgarian exchange. However, the nego- 
tiators at Angora in January, 1929, desired a final and imme- 
diate liquidation, and the above proposal was set aside. 

The Turkish government, it might be assumed, would, in 
any case, never accept this method of appraisal, which, since 
it assumed the existence of the properties and property rights 
claimed by the Greek claimants, was certain to result in a 
balance in favor of Greece. If this assumption was accepted, it 
was not difficult to see that the 1,300,000 Greeks who had left 
Turkey would have claims of a value superior to those of 
400,000 Turks who had left Greece. The assumption, however, 
would not hold true. 

The fact was, that a very great number of Greek landed 
properties in Turkey would have been disputed by the Turks. 
According to the Turkish property law, as we have seen in 
another place, ^ private persons had only a right of possession 
in land and not of ownership. This ri^t of possession could 
be lost for various reasons, among them abandonment for 

^ See supra, p. 180. 
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three years. Hundreds of thousands of Greek owners had left 
Turkey long before the Convention concerning Exchange came 
into effect, and it would take a great deal of time and argu- 
ment to convince the Turks that these persons did not lose 
their rights in their properties by leaving Turkey to save their 
lives. Besides, as the persons in question had no titles or other 
documentary proof of their rights, it would be very diflBcult 
for them to prove their claims. In other words, practically all 
the legal property rights of Greeks in Turkey were based on 
actual possession alone, and since the latter had ceased, it was 
extremely difficult to prove the former. 

Furthermore, there were other reasons why the Greek 
negotiators should fear that the claims of Greeks in Turkey 
might not prove to be superior to those of Turks in Greece, 
when it is remembered that the appraisal was to be made as 
of the time the committees visited the various localities and 
not as of the time the Greeks left Turkey. These reasons were 
the following. First, a part of Turkey had been the field of 
military operations and a great number of villages and cities 
inhabited by Greeks in Asia Minor had been destroyed. As 
soon as the Greek army was pushed out of Smyrna, Turkish 
revenge and hatred turned into ruins many flourishing Greek 
sections of cities and countryside. AU Greek properties in such 
localities would be found in the appraisal operations to be of 
little or no actual value. On the contrary, the 400,000 Turks 
left Greece in an orderly manner and their properties were 
occupied by the state for the settlement of refugees and thus 
preserved entirely from deterioration. 

Secondly, the Turkish properties in Greece, by reason of 
the density of the population resulting from the settlement of 
refugees and the general improvement of agriculture by works 
of communication, drainage, and irrigation would be found of 
much superior value to Greek properties in Asia Minor, where 
the sparsity of population and the general economic distress 
had considerably lowered the price of rural properties. 

For these reasons, both parties were prepared to call square 
the mutual claims of tbeir new nationals on account of real 
properties left in the two countries respectively. 
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§ 358. Properties of 6tablis. The Greek negotiators appear 
to have proposed to consider the set-ofP of the properties of 
exchanged persons in connection with the other pending ques- 
tions. One of them was that of the eiablis of Constantinople 
and in particular the restoration of their properties seized by 
the Turkish government. These properties were situated either 
within the district of Constantinople or outside it. The Turks 
declared forthwith that they would not restore to etabhs 
seized properties located outside Constantinople and in the 
territory included in the exchange. They were, however, ready 
to pay the value of such properties to their owners. The Turks 
were apparently unwilling to permit the economic extension 
of the Greeks in Asia Minor through the maintenance of such 
properties, and wished to restrict them to the city of Con- 
stantinople. This the Greeks well understood, and were reluct- 
ant to subscribe to what amounted to the economic death of 
a part of the Greek population at Constantinople. Indeed, 
mank Greeks in Constantinople carried on commerce in goods 
derived from their properties in the interior of Turkey, and 
for them the prohibition to own properties in the interior 
amounted to cutting off the roots of their business. 

However, the Greek negotiators decided that the advantage 
of maintaining the rights of the Greeks of Constantinople was 
a hollow one. These properties seemed in any case lost. Either 
the Greeks of Constantinople would never be able or willing 
to penetrate into the interior and take possession of these 
properties, which in the meantime might have been destroyed 
or become impossible to identify, or the Turkish government 
would place all kinds of obstacles to their restoration. There- 
fore it was best to secure an indemnity to their owners for 
such properties. The Gre^ itahlis of Constantinople, owners 
of su^ properties, who should receive an indemnity numbered 
1600 families. Their claims as declared amounted to 
£2,360,000. 

With regard to properties of Greek etablis located in Con- 
stantinople, it was agreed that the Turkii^ government would 
restore all such properties. There were about 1000 Greeks of 
Constantinople whose properties the Turks had seized. But in 
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this connection the question again arose of the Greek etablis 
of Constantinople who had left the city after the Greek dis- 
aster in Asia Minor. 

There were some 30,000 to 40,000 Greeks who had left 
Constantinople precipitately at that time, with foreign pass- 
ports or with passports issued by the Imperial Turkish gov- 
ernment, which was still in authority in the city just before 
the Nationalist government occupied it. These people were 
usually persons who had no property to leave behind them in 
Constantinople, and no claims were therefore filed by these 
persons. However, there were sixty persons who left with 
imperial passports and who had very large properties in Con- 
stantinople, estimated by the Turks themselves to a total 
value of 300,000 Turkish gold pounds. There were also many 
others who had left properties located in Constantinople or 
outside it. The total claims of these persons were estimated by 
the Greeks as 2,500,000 Turkish gold pounds. All these prop- 
erties were seized by the Turkish authorities as abandoned 
property. The Turkish government did not wish to consider 
the question of the restoration of these properties, while the 
Greek government was reluctant to abandon these claims and 
to have to indeimiify the claimants. 

§ 359. Other questions discussed. Another problem arose 
as to the Greek subjects whose properties, located in the dis- 
trict of Constantinople, were seized by the Turkish govern- 
ment during the war and after 1925 as reprisals for the failure 
to restore Turkish properties in Greece. In this connection 
there were three categories of claimants: 

(1) 134 claimants for properties seized by the Turkish 
government from 1914 to 1925, with declarations of a total 
value of 267,873 Turkish gold pounds. 

(2) 144 claimants for properties seized by the Turkish 
government from 1925 to 1929, with declarations of a total 
value of 481,470 Turldsh gold pounds; and 

(3) 171 claimants for properties seized in 1929 by the 
Turkish govermnent, with declarations of a total value of 
856,673 Turkish gold pounds. 

In addition to the above questions concerning the lump 
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appraisal and set-off of claims of different categories of claim- 
ants in immovable properties, there were other questions on 
which agreement was needed. Such were the question of the 
Greek deposits and safes seized by the Turkish authorities, the 
question of rentals and revenues due to proprietors of prop- 
erties seized by the two governments, the question of requisi- 
tions, etc., etc. 

§ 360. Third stage of negotiations. In March, 1929, the 
negotiations seemed to have reached a deadlock, and it was 
feared that there would be no result achieved. However, after 
a temporary interruption, the negotiations were resumed in 
April, 1929, thus entering into a third stage. The basis for 
these negotiations was afforded by a comprehensive draft of 
the Turkish member of the Mixed Commission, Djemal Husni 
Bey, and a Greek draft drawn up at Athens in April, 1929. In 
May, 1929, the neutral members of the Commission were 
called to Angora to help in the negotiations, which had come 
to a standstill. Their assistance was as mediators and not as 
arbitrators. On the question of the Greeks who left Constanti- 
nople between 1918 and 1922, there was a legal question 
involved, namely, whether these persons should be allowed to 
return to Constantinople under the Convention. On this the 
opinion of the neutrals was unhesitatingly in favor of the 
Greek view. But the question now had degenerated into one 
of bargaining between the two governments, and the neutrals 
could do nothing. They were, also asked to arbitrate on the 
question of the amount to be paid by the one government to 
the other for a general set-off, but they refused, since no basis 
existed on which to arbitrate. When the difference between 
the amounts claimed by the two governments was small, the 
neutrals mediated by proposing a middle amount*. 

After most elaborate negotiations and discussions, it ap- 
pears that in June, 1029, the reciprocal claims were all reduced 
to certain figures. These have not been published.® 

By July, 1929. it appears that a general agreement was 
reached on all matters, with the exception of the properties of 

s However, the Greek newspaper Hestia of June 9, 1929, published the 
foUorwing note which was distributed by the Greek Ministry of Foreign 
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Greeks who left Constantinople with regular imperial pass- 
ports. The neutral members of the Commission proposed that 
such persons be restored to their rights. The Turkish govern- 
ment refused to accept this proposal, and declared on July 15, 
1920, to the neutral member, Mr. Holstad, and on July 20 to 
the Greek Minister at Angora, that it had decided to consider 
the negotiations as terminated. 

This declaration brought about a very severe tension in 
the relations between the two governments. The Turkish 
papers put the responsibility on Greece and advised the gov- 
ernment to seize aU Greek properties in Constantinople. Such 
seizures were indeed begun shortly afterward. On July 27, the 
Greek government proposed that all disputed questions be re- 
ferred to arbitration of one or several arbiters to be chosen by 
the President of the Permanent Court of International Justice 

Affairs to the members of the Committee of Foreign Affairs of the National 
Assembly, and apparently presents the Greek view: 

“By the general set-off the following properties are acqniied by Greece: 
Properties referred to by the Agreement of Athens and the Dec- 
laration as to Moslem Properties in Greece 7,630,000 

Propertres in Western Thrace (o) of Turkish subjects; (ir) of 
absent Moslems estublr.’-hed in Westerxi Thrace; (c) of Moslems 
established in 'Western Thrace owning properties located outside 
Western Thrace; and (d) of Moslems establrshed in Western 


Thrace whose properties were seized 720,000 

Total in Turkish gold pounds 8,250,000 


“This amount did not include revenues collected by the Greek government 
and estimated at 760,000 poirnds. 

“On the other hand the following propertres were acquired by Turkey: 


Properties referred to by the Agreement of Athens and the Dec- 
laration as to Moslem Properties in Greece 10,144,961 

Properties enumerated in the list annexed to the Agreement of 

Athens 60,000 

Properties of Greeks of Constantinople who left with irregular 

passports (located in CousUntrnoplc and outside it) 2,000,000 

Properties of elablis of Constantinople located outside Con- 
stantinople 1,760,000 

"Eventually to be added : 

Properties of Greeks of Constantinople who left with regular pass- 
ports 350,000 

Properties of Greeks absent from Constantinople, which had not 

yet been seized 100,000 


Total in Turkish gold pounds. 14,404,961 

“This amount did not include revenues collected by the Turkish govern- 
ment and estimated at 6,000,000 pormds. 

“These figures diow on excess of value of Greek properties, including the 
revenues, of 10,404,901 Turkish gold pounds.” 
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or by the President of the Swiss Confederation. The Turkish 
government declined," arguing that the whole basis of the 
negotiations, as proposed by the Greek government itself, was 
political and not legal, and that, consequently, there was no 
scope for arbitration. In other words, since the whole discus- 
sion was in preparation for a bargain, it was only by mutual 
concessions that all the pending questions were to be settled. 

§ 361. Last stage of negotiations. After an exchange of 
notes, in which each of the two governments insisted on its 
own position, the negotiations were resumed once more in 
November, 1929. It appears that the Italian government inter- 
vened lo procure the resumption of negotiations, which were 
carried on both at Angora and at Athens. Concurrently, nego- 
tiations were started for improving the economic and pohtical 
relations between the two governments. Through these discus- 
sions, the two countries were brought nearer to each other, 
and a greater spirit of conciliation permitted a slow but satis- 
factory progress of negotiations in the matter of mutual 
claims. Not only was a solution found for all questions remain- 
ing pending, but an effort was made to classify in a systematic 
way the various questions in the agreement and to specify all 
details, in order to avoid as much as possible those questions 
of interpretation which in the past had prevented the execu- 
tion of the stipulations. 

The new Convention was signed at Angora on June 10, 
1930. 

" See texts of the Greek and Turkish notes in the semi-official Blefiheron 
Vima, published in Athens under date of August 10, 1929. 
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THE GRECO-TURKISH CONVENTION SIGNED AT 
ANGORA ON JUNE 10, 1930 

§ 302. Nature of the Convention. 

§ 363. Prupertien of exchangeable pci'son&. 

§364. Opinion of the neutial members of the Mixed Commission. 

§ 365. Properties' of beucficiaiiea of the Declaration as to Moslem Proper- 
ties in Greece. 

S 366. Properties of Turkish nationals in Greece. 

§ 367. Properties of Greek nationals in Turkey. 

§ 368. Recognition of etablis at Constantinople and in Western Thrace. 

S 369. Repeal of restrictive measures. 

§ 370. Properties of Greeks established at Constantinople. 

§ 371. Propeities of Moslems established in Western Thrace. 

§ 372. Revenues, indemnities, etc. 

§ 373. Payments by the Greek government. 

§ 374. Further provisions. 

§ 375. Aibitral clauses. 

§ 376. Observations on the Convention. 

§ 362. Natiire of the Convention. The Convention pro- 
ceeding from the negotiations of 1929-30 purports to settle 
definitively aU questions arisen from the application of the 
previous Conventions, Declarations, Agreements, and other 
Acts, and Annexes thereto, referring to the exchange of Turk- 
ish and Greek populations. It consists of twelve chapters, 
divided into thirty-four articles. Each of the chapters deals 
with a particular problem, Thus, the properties of the ex- 
changeable persons; the properties of the beneficiaries of the 
Declaration as to Moslem Properties in Greece; those of Turk- 
ish nationals and of Greek nationals; those of Greeks ‘estab- 
lished’ at Constantinople and of Moslems ‘established’ in 
Western Thrace; and the revenues and indemnities form the 
subject of the fii'st seven chapters. The remaining chapters 
deal with payments by Greece, special and general provisions, 
arbitral clauses, and final provisions. This clear delimitation 
of subjects in the Convention is a distinct quality, the neces- 
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sity of which was keenly felt in view of the difficulties created 
by the prior Acts. 

§ 363. Properties of exchangeable persons. The first two 
articles of the Convention confirmed a condition of long stand- 
ing. They provided that the immovable and movable property 
left by Moslem and Greek exchangeable persons in Greece and 
Turkey should be transferred in complete ownership to the 
Greek and Turkish government respectively. Article 10 of the 
Convention of Lausanne concerning the Exchange of Greek 
and Turkish Populations stipulated that such immovable and 
movable property was to be liquidated by the Mixed Com- 
mission, and article 14 of the same Convention indicated that 
such property remained in the ownership of the emigrants 
until the time they received payment therefore. The present 
Convention does away with this limitation. 

While no time is fixed from which full ownership is ac- 
quired by the respective states, it should be taken that it is 
the date of the coming into effect of the Convention. In order 
to preserve a certain appearance of conformity with the origi- 
nal Convention, it was stipulated in article 4 of the new Con- 
vention that the neutral members of the Mixed Commission 
should be intrusted with the task of "rendering inunediately 
their opinion on the solution of the question of the liquidation 
of properties of the exchangeable persons, including the claims 
for the tithe on tobaccos and the strongboxes of such persons.” 
The two governments agreed to express their adherence to the 
opinion of the neutrals before the Convention should be sub- 
mitted to the two Parliaments for ratification. 

§ 364. Opinion of the neutral members of the Mixed 
Commission. The opinion of the neutral members of the Com- 
mission was rendered on June 12, 1930. After a brief historical 
introduction and an analysis of the provisions of the Conven- 
tion of Lausanne, the opinion went on to state: 

1. That the Mixed Commission had no information, even 
approximate, of the total number of exchangeable persons 
covered by the Convention of Lausanne whose properties were 
to be appraised and liquidated. Precise data existed only with 
regard to the persons transferred under the auspices of the 
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Mixed Commission after its constitution. The figimes of emi- 
grants from the two countries from October 18, 1912, to No- 
vember, 1923, were unknown to the Commission. 

2. That the Convention of Lausanne contemplated an in- 
dividual appraisal of the properties of each emigrant as the 
basis for the final liquidation and as a basis for the indemnifi- 
cation of each emigrant by an equivalent property in his new 
country. 

3. That in the plan for appraisal and liquidation worked 
out by a section of the Mixed Commission in April, 1924, the 
individual appraisal of all properties was abandoned as im- 
possible, and instead a plan of lump and summary appraisal 
was proposed, which, being contrary to the provisions of the 
Convention, could not possibly be applied by the Commission 
unless an agreement should be entered into by the two states. 

4. As preliminary steps to appraisal and liquidation it was 
necessary (a) that the condition of aU claimants as persons 
subject to exchange should be recognized; this, in particular, 
for persons who had emigrated between October 18, 1912, and 
the date of the constitution of the Commission might be theo- 
retically difficult, and was, practically, an enormous task, since 
the number of such persons exceeded one million; (6) that the 
property rights claimed should be verified. This would require 
an expert personnel, familiar with the Greek and Moslem 
Law of Property, and would raise an infinite number of com- 
plicated legal questions on each claim. 

5. In order to proceed to appraisal an agreement was neces- 
sary with regard to the time to which the appraisal should 
refer. Four choices were possible: the date of dispossession of 
the claimant; the date of the signature of the Convention; the 
date of the coming into effect of the Convention; or the date 
the appraisal was to be made. Important consequences fol- 
lowed the choice of one or the other date. There were destruc- 
tions of properties after dispossession of the owners and both 
before and after the Convention was entered into. There were 
revenues collected by the state from properties left by emi- 
grants. There were to be considered an interest of the emi- 
grant, an interest of the state where the property was located. 
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and an interest of the state in the territory of which the emi- 
grant now resided. The Convention did not clearly indicate 
the date to which the appraisal was to refer. 

0. The appraisal of movable property presented additional 
difficulties. The proces-verbaux, provided by article 8 of the 
Convention for movable property left by emigrants, which 
were to be drawn up by the local authorities at the time of 
the emigration of the exchanged persons, did not exist. Rarely 
had this provision been applied, especially in Turkey, and no 
proces-verbaux could be drawn up for persons who emigrated 
before the constitution of the Commission, that is, for two- 
thirds of the total number of exchangeable persons. Such mov- 
able property was for the most part not now in existence, and 
an appraisal must rely on the claims made. Such claims were 
very considerable, especially on the side of the Greeks, because 
of the manner of their flight from Turkey, the profession of 
the emigrants, and other reasons. From the results obtained 
by a partial inspection of the claims filed with the Commis- 
sion, it appeared that the Greek claims for movable property 
represented an omotmt equal to 60.9% of the value of the 
immovable property, whereas in the Turkish claims the pro- 
portion was 4.7%. It was not possible, therefore, to determine 
the value of the claims for movable property for both coun- 
tries by taking a proportion of the value of the claims for 
immovable property. 

7. While the negotiations were carried on in Angora, from 
December, 1928, to June, 1930, the Mixed Commission’s 
Bureau on Liquidations of exchangeable persons had examined 
part of the applications for liquidation. The total number of 
applications received was; 

Tuikish applloations 144,169 

Greek appOofttions 450,000 

Total 694,169 

Of these, the Bureau had examined within a period of twenty 
months; 

Turkish applications 73,178 

Greek applications 70,697 
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or a total of 158,875 applications, which represent 25% of the 
total. This simple work of examining the appheations and add- 
ing the claims required six more years to be completed with 
the existing personnel of the Bureau. And it was believed that 
there were many more applications to be filed. The only speedy 
and possible plan appeared to be to reduce every application 
by a coefficient of exaggeration. But the determination of this 
coefficient required collecting sufficient evidence by appraisals 
in different regions and for various kinds of properties. More- 
over such a plan of appraisal was contrary to the provisions of 
the Convention of Lausanne which contemplated individual 
appraisals. 

8. In addition to the above difficulties, there were those of 
the actual work of appraisal, which centred around the identi- 
fication of the property to be appraised and the determination 
of the value. With regard to the former, the experience from 
the appraisal of properties of non-exchangeable persons had 
shown that, because of the lack of a cadastre in Greece and the 
obsoleteness of the one in Turkey, no official data existed. The 
identification ot properties on the spot, especially of rural 
properties, was often impossible because of the emigration of 
the entire population of some villages, removals, the creation 
of new villages, the burning of towns and cities in Turkey, and 
the lack of assistance by the local peasants. 

With regard to the determination of the value, the method 
of taking into account sale prices for similar properties was 
inapplicable for many regions in Turkey, where there was no 
market of lands at all. In Greece there were sales of small 
properties, but the contract prices were often fictitious. The 
method of determining the value of a property from the reve- 
nue involved two problems: (a) determination of the net 
revenue of the property, and (6) determination of the rate of 
capitalization. The first was very difficult, in view of the pro- 
found changes to which rural property especially had been 
subject after the war, both in Turkey and in Greece. The 
second had already caused long discussions in the Mixed 
Commission. 

All these difficulties explain why, in the appraisals of prop- 
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erties of non-exehangeable persons made by the appraisal 
commitees, agreement was reached only on small properties, 
whereas on large properties the differences between the ap- 
praisals of the experts reached 500% or more. 

The opinion, after reviewing all these facts, next called 
attention to the scheme urged by the report of the two Inspec- 
tors of Appraisals,^ which was for lump appraisal and there- 
fore not in conformity with the Convention, and to the cost 
of appraisal under that scheme, which would reach £1,673,060. 
If to this should be added the cost of ascertaining whether 
a claimant was entitled to claim under the Convention of 
Lausanne and of verifying the property rights of the claim- 
ants, the expenditure would exceed £2,000,000. 

In view of aU these facts, the neutral members of the 
Mixed Commission concluded, in their opinion, that they could 
not advise the two governments to proceed to the appraisal 
of properties as contemplated by the Convention of Lausanne. 
They also could not advise them to agree to a summary and 
lump appraisal, since this was subject to grave errors and could 
not give a trustworthy result. There was no basis, therefore, 
for finding at the present time a balance in favor of either 
Greece or Turkey on the general liquidation of properties of 
exchanged persons. The two governments were therefore ad- 
vised to abandon the application of the stipulations of the 
Convention of Lausanne concerning the appraisal and liqui- 
dation of properties of the exchanged persons.® 

There is no doubt that this conclusion of the opinion of the 
neutral members of the Mixed Commission was known to the 
two governments before the Convention of Angora was signed 
on June 10, 1930, The governments, therefore, gave notice of 
their adherence to the recommendations of the opinion as soon 
as they were communicated to them. 

Only one category of the property of exchanged persons 
was excluded from the general set-off, namely, bank deposits 

^ See supra, pp. S68 S. 

8 The sum due by the Greek government on account of the tithe on 
tobacco unduly paid by Moslem emigrants, and ttie sum due by the Turkish 
government for objects lost from eafes left by emigrants, ■wore also included 
in the general compensation. 
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of all kinds. All opposition by the two governments to paying 
out such deposits was withdrawn within fifteen days follow- 
ing the dale of signature of the Convention of Angora. The 
Mixed Commission offered its good offices to the interested 
parties for the collection of the deposits. 

§ 365. Properties of beneficiaries of the Declaration as to 
Moslem Properties in Greece. The second chapter of the Con- 
vention concerned the movable and immovable properties 
belonging to Moslems and Greeks who were beneficiaries of 
the Declaration as to Moslem Properties in Greece and the re- 
ciprocal declaration of the Turkish government. With regard 
to such properties, it was stipulated that the state in the terri- 
tory of which they were located acquired them in full owner- 
ship. Thus, the previous attempts to have such properties 
restored to their owners, or to have the state purchase the 
properties from the owners, were abandoned. Such persons lost 
their properties both in Greece and in Turkey in favor of the 
Greek and Turkish states respectively. It will be recalled that 
beneficiaries of the Declaration were the persons who left 
Greece or Turkey before October 18, 1912, or who had resided 
aU the time outside such country. 

There was one exception made to the above rule. The rights 
of Moslem owners to whom their immovable properties had 
been restored and who were in effective possession and en- 
joyment were maintained. This exception concerned only 
Greece, as restorations had taken place only in that country. 

§ 366. Properties of Tvirkish nationals in Greece. The 
third and fourth chapters of the Convention concerned prop- 
erties of Turkish and Greek subjects who were not included 
in the exchange. The exchange, it will be remembered, con- 
cerned only Moslems who were Greek nationals and Greeks 
who were Turkish nationals. Moslems who were Turkish sub- 
jects and had properties in Greece enjoyed the protection of 
articles 65 and 66 of the Treaty of Lausanne, which called for 
the restoration of all seized property. Subsequently, the Agree- 
ment of Athens provided for the purchase of such properties 
by the Greek government, with certain exceptions considered 
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above.® The new Convention provided here also that such 
immovable properties pa.ssed to the full ownership of the 
Greek government. Exception was made only of immovable 
properties which had been already restored to their owners 
and which were actually in their possession and enjoyment. 

The movable property of Turkish subjects in Greece was 
left to the free disposal of the owners, with the exception of 
that which had been seized and liquidated subsequent to the 
entering into effect of the Treaty of Lausanne. This passed 
to the full ownership of the Greek government. All other prop- 
erty rights and interests were to be governed by the provisions 
of the Treaty of Lausanne, and, in particular, of its articles 
65 and 66, 

§ 367 . Properties of Greek nationals in Turkey, The prop- 
erties of Greek nationals situated in Turkey were divided into 
two categories: those situated outside the zone of Constanti- 
nople, and those within this zone, which had been excluded 
from the exchange. 

With regard to the former, the above provisions ooncern- 
mg immovable and movable property of Turkish subjects in 
Greece were applicable, with the difference that no exception 
was made as to immovable properties restored to their owners. 
The difference is explained by the fact that no such properties 
had been restored. The result, therefore, was that, outside of 
the zone of Constantinople, all immovable property in Turkey 
belonging to Greek subjects passed to the Turkish state. 

With regard to the immovable property of Greek subjects 
situated within the zone of Constantinople, which was ex- 
cluded from the exchange, it was provided in article 8 that 
the right of property was in no way affected by the Conven- 
tion. Within two months at the latest from the coming into 
effect of the Convention, the Greek subjects whose properties 
had been seized, sequestrated, or in any way occupied, were 
' to be reinstated, either personally or through their legal repre- 
sentatives, in the free and complete possession of their prop- 
erties. All measures against sudi properties were to be can- 
celled. 

sSee sitpra, p. £22. 
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For the execution of this stipulation it was necessary for 
the interested parties to prove their Greek citizenship. In order 
to make this proof free of difficulties, article 9 of the Conven- 
tion contained a number of provisions. If the administrative 
act of seizure recited that the property in question belonged 
to a Greek subject, or if the Turkish title deed referred to 
the owner as such subject, the reinstatement of the owner in 
the possession of his property was not to be deferred for any 
reason. If any dispute should arise concerning the acquisition 
of the Greek or Turkish nationality under Treaties, Conven- 
tions, and Agreements, such dispute was to be settled by a 
decision of the neutral members of the Mixed Commission. 
It was understood that the ‘exchangeable’ persons who by 
virtue of the compulsory exchange acquired the Greek na- 
tionality were not included in these provisions of the Conven- 
tion, 

Although no provision was made in article 9 with regard 
to the movable property belonging to Greek subjects and sit- 
uated in the zone of Constantinople, the provision of article 8 
was general and applied to such property. In other words, 
all movable property seized and liquidated subsequent to the 
coming into effect of the Convention was recognized as in the 
full ownership of the Turkish state. All other movable prop- 
erty of this category was governed by articles 65 and 66 of the 
Treaty of Lausanne. The Greco-Turkish Mixed Arbitral Tribu- 
nal was to deal with these eases. 

§ 368. Recognition of etablis at Constantinople and in 
Western Thrace, Chapters V and VI of the Convention dealt 
with the etablis at Constantinople and in Western Thrace re- 
spectively and their rights and properties. With regard to 
Greeks established at Constantinople, Turkey recognized the 
quality of ‘established’ as to all Orthodox Greeks, Turkish sub- 
jects, actually present in the zone of Constantinople and ex- 
cluded from the exchange, whatever tihe date of their arrival 
at Constantinople or the place of Ihefc birth. This provision 
was more sweeping than that of the A^l^^ent of Angora em- 
bodied in Decision XXVII of the MhS^^&inraission, in that 
it did not require presence at Constaiij^^H^ on October 30, 
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1918. It was desired to do away with all necessity of evidence 
and formalities, and to put an end to the manifold difficulties 
that were presented in this connection. Besides, the Constanti- 
nople police in the meantime had pretty thoroughly cleared 
the city from persons subject to exchange, and there were few, 
if any, who would profit by this provision and obtain exemp- 
tion from the exchange. 

As ‘established’ were also recognized all persons exempt 
from exchange who had left Constantinople provided with 
passports issued by the authorities of the Turkish Republic. 
This provision excluded all persons who were established in 
Constantinople before 1918, but who had left prior to 1922, 
since there was no Turkish Republic before that date. These 
persons were deprived of the right to return to Constantinople 
and lost their original nationality, acquiring that of Greece^ 

The wives, minor children of both sexes, and unmarried 
daughters, though of age, whose family head was recognized 
as ‘estabhahed’ as above, had the right to join the latter at 
Constantinople. Widowed mothers whose sons, being of age, 
were recognized as ‘established’ were authorized to join them. 
The Turkish government undertook to grant all facilities for 
the return to Constantinople of the above persons. 

On the contrary, the wives, minor children of both sexes, 
and unmarried daughters recognized as ‘established’ whose 
family head was not at Constantinople were not bound to quit 
the city. This satisfactorily ended a controversy between the 
Turkish and Greek delegations and the Mixed Commission, 
the Turks insisting that such persons were bound to quit Con- 
stantinople. 

Similar provisions to those of article 10 were contained 
in article 14 with respect to the recognition of Moslems estab- 
lished in Western Thrace. The provision for the non-recogni- 
tion as ‘established’ of persons who had left Western Thrace 
without being provided with passports of the Greek Republic 
brought about a theoretical reciprocity of terms, which, how- 
ever, was not a reciprocity in fact, since there were few, if 
any, Moslems absent from Western Thrace and who desired to 
return. 



ANGORA CONVENTION OF 1930 577 

The distribution of certificates of establishment to all the 
above categories of persons was intrusted to the neutral mem- 
bers of the Mixed Commission. They were empowered to adopt 
such procedure and formalities as they saw fit. 

§ 369. Repeal of restrictive measures. Together with the 
recognition of the above persons as etablis, the Convention 
contained provisions for insuring to such persons all their 
rights which had been restricted in one way or another. From 
the coming into effect of the Convention, and without waiting 
for the distribution of the certificates of etablis, all measures 
which had prevented the exercise of the rights secured to the 
etablis by the prior Conventions and Agreements were to be 
repealed. Specifically, the restrictions concerning the marriage 
contract, the right to acquire and sell property, the right of 
free movement, and all other restrictions imposed by the Turk- 
ish and Greek authorities against the etablis were to be abol- 
ished. Again these provisions refer to restrictions imposed by 
the Greek as well as Turkish authorities, although none such 
were ever imposed by the former. 

§ 370. Properties of Greeks established at Constantinople. 
With regard to the property of Greeks established at Con- 
stantinople, a distinction was made by the Convention be- 
tween properties situated within the zone of Constantinople 
excluded from the exchange, and such property located out- 
side of this zone in the other territory of Turkey. All movable 
and immovable property of the first category was secured to 
their owners free from any restrictions. All seizures or seques- 
trations effected on such properties were to be rescinded with- 
out any delay. On no account was the restoration of the owner 
or his legal representative to the fuU, possession and enjoyment 
of such properties to be deferred. 

On the other hand, all movable and immovable property 
of Greek etablis situated outside the zone of Constantinople 
was transferred m full ownership to the Turkish government. 
This provision was in complete opposition not only to the 
Convention of Lausanne but also to the elementary ideas of 
justice. However, as will be seen, an indemnity was to be paid 
to these persons. 
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Further, all movable and immovable property situated in 
any part in the Turkish territory and belonging to Orthodox 
Greeks, Turkish subjects, exempted from the exchange, who 
were absent from Constantinople and whose return was pro- 
hibited, was lost to them and transferred in full ownership to 
the Turkish government. 

§ 371. Properties of Moslems established in Western 
Thrace. The above provisions applied also to the movable 
and immovable property of Moslems of Western Thrace. There 
wore, however, two other categories of Moslem properties sit- 
uated in Western Thrace which passed to the ownership of 
the Greek government. These were : 

1. The properties situated in Western Thrace which ap- 
peared on the list delivered by the Greek delegation to the 
Mixed Commission on June 18, 1927. This list indicated at 
the time the properties in Western Thrace which the Greek 
government had decided to acquire on paying the price to the 
owners. Their acquisition was permitted under Decision 
XXVIII of the Mixed Commission, on condition that “the 
development of the economic life of the Moslem population 
was not damaged thereby.” The Mixed Commission in June, 
1927, had sent this list to the Sub-Commission in Western 
Thrace to determine whether this condition was satisfied. Ap- 
parently the Turkish government now had no objection to the 
acquisition of these properties. As these properties were to 
pass to the Greek government, article 20 provided for an in- 
demnity to the owners. 

2. Properties, of a total area of 7000 stremmata, which 
appeared on a complementary list annexed to the Convention, 
provided these properties were already occupied. The owners 
of these properties were also to be indemnified as the previous 
ones. 

§ 372. Revenues, indemnities, etc. Revenues and indem- 
nities due to various categories of persons under the previous 
Conventions and Agreements were much controverted mat- 
ters, on which no exact data existed, and the proof of which 
required extensive investigations. The Convention makes a 
clean slate. The two governments reciprocally renounced all 
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such claims. However, each government undertook to settle 
directly with its own subjects the question of rentals and 
indemnities referred to by article 3 of Decision XXVIII of 
the Mixed Commission. These were due to etablis at Con- 
stantinople and in Western Thrace on account of seizures and 
requisitions made after notice of the ratification of the Con- 
vention of Lausanne was sent to the League of Nations. Ac- 
cordingly, thenceforth Greeks established at Constantinople 
were to look to the Turkish government alone, and not to 
the Mixed Commission as before, for indemnity and payment 
of rentals. Similarly, Moslems established in Western Thrace 
were to look to the Greek government only. 

§ 373. Payments by the Greek government. Within a 
month from the coimng into effect of the Convention, the 
Greek government was to place at the disposal of the Mixed 
Commission a smn of 425,000 pounds sterling. This sum was 
to be taken from the sum of £500,000 deposited by Greece as 
a security to the Turkish government under the Agreement 
of Athens of December 1, 1926. The Mixed Commission was 
to dispose of this sum as follows: 

1. One hundred and fifty thousand pounds sterling were 
to be used to indemnify the Greeks established at Constanti- 
nople, being Turkish subjects, for the properties situated out- 
side the zone of Constantinople which were transferred to the 
ownership of the Turkish government. 

2. An equal amount was to be used to indemnify the Mos- 
lems established in Western Thrace, being Greek subjects, for 
their properties whidi were transferred to the ownership of 
the Greek government. 

The distribution of these sums to the above persons was 
to be made by the agents of the Mixed Commission according 
to a summary and speedy procedure to be determined by it. 

3. The balance, 125,000 pounds sterling, was to be remitted 
to tlie Turkish government by the Mixed Commission in three 
instalments. The first of £62,500 was to be paid within the 
month following the coming into effect of the Convention ; the 
second instalment of £47,500 was to be paid as soon as the 
neutral members of the Commission diould be convinced that 
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all the properties belonghig, to Greek subjects and situated 
within the zone of Constantinople had been restored to them. 
The last instalment of £15j000 was to be remitted to the Turk- 
ish government after the neutral members found that Turkey 
had carried out all its obligations under the Convention. When 
all these payments were completed, Greece was freed from 
any obligation on account of the transfer to her of the various 
categories of Moslem properties situated in Greece. 

§ 374. Further provisions. Provisions were made in chap- 
ter IX of the Convention for guarantees against failure of 
either government to make complete restoration. From the 
above exposition, it appears that restorations were due, on 
the part of Turkey, (1) of properties of Greek subjects sit- 
uated in the zone of Constantinople, and (2) of properties be- 
longing to Greeks, Turkish subjects, established in the zone of 
Constantinople; and, on the part of Greece, of properties sit- 
uated in Western Thrace, belonging to Moslems established 
in Western Thrace and not included in the list of properties 
referred to in article 16 of the Convention. A country required 
to make restoration could not acquire such property, asserting 
that it was impossible to make restoration, except in purely 
exceptional cases and after the Mixed Commission determined 
that circumstances rendered restoration impossible. After ap- 
proval by the Mixed Commission, the property in question 
was to be appraised and an indemnity paid to the owner by 
the Mixed Commission. In case Turkey failed to restore a 
property to a Greek subject, a sum equal to the appraisal 
amount was deducted from the sum of £47,500 which was to 
be remitted to the Turkish government as above. In case the 
property of a Greek established in the zone of Constantinople 
was not duly restored, the value of the property was deducted 
from the sum of £15,000 which was to be paid to the Turkish 
government as third instalment. In the latter case, Turkey 
was required to make good the payment from this sum by re- 
mitting to the Mixed Commission the amount paid as indem- 
nity. 

The Greek government deposited with the Mixed Com- 
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mission a sum of £15,000 which was to be used as a guarantee 
fund in the same way as the £15,000 above referred to. 

Properties situated in the zone of Constantinople and in 
Western Thrace, and belonging to persons excluded from the 
exchange who had left the above regions respectively without 
regular passports, passed to the respective government only in 
case they were already occupied by such government at the 
time of the coming into effect of the Convention. After that 
dale, no seizure, sequestration, or occupation could take place 
unless the Mixed Commission examined and approved in each 
case. After the termination of the work of the Mixed Com- 
mission, no further seizure, sequestration, or occupation was 
allowed. The Convention contained also a sweeping provision 
in article 33, according to which laws, decrees, regulations, 
legal and official interpretations, orders and circulars of any 
kind contrary to the stipulations of the Convention, or pre- 
venting in any way its complete execution, were entirely abol- 
ished in both countries. 

§375. Arbitral Clauses. Chapter XI of the Convention 
introduced provisions whose lack had been keenly felt under 
the regime of the previous Conventions and Agreements. The 
execution of the Convention was intrusted to the Mixed Com- 
mission and its agencies. However, any difference or contro- 
versy which should arise between the Greek and Turkish dele- 
gations in the Mixed Commission with regard to the interpre- 
tation or application of the above provisions was to be defi- 
nitely decided by the neutral members of the Commission. 
These were, in a general way, recognized by the two govern- 
ments as their arbiters, and both governments bound them- 
selves to recognize without any discussion the decisions of the 
arbiters. 

§ 376. Observations on the Convention. The Convention 
of June 10, 1930, should not meet with any difficulties of 
interpretation and application. Its perfect clarity reduces the 
needs of interpretation to a minimum. The application is ren- 
dered extremely easy mainly because it confirms practically 
aU faits accomplis, Almost all properties seized by the two 
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FINANCES OF THE COMMISSION 


1 377. Salaries and allowances of members of Uie Commission. 

§ 378. Salaries of personnel and other expenses. 

§379. Payments and accounts. 

§ 380. Budget of the Commission in 1824. 

§ 381. Subsequent budgets. 

§ 382. Total expenses of the Commission. 

§ 377. Salaries and allowances of members of the Com- 
mission. The Council of the League of Nations, in appointing 
the three neutral members on September 17, 1923, decided 
that they should be entitled to receive, from the time they left 
their homes, and from funds provided by the two govern- 
ments, a salary at the rate of £1,500 sterling per annum, in 
addition to necessary travelling and office expenses.^ At one 
of the ffi’st meetings of the Commission, the Turkish delega- 
tion expressed the opinion that the salaries of the neutral 
members were “manifestly insufficient” and proposed that they 
be increased.® The Greek delegation seems to have been re- 
luctant to have the Commission vote such increases, and pro- 
posed instead that reference should be made to the League of 
Nations. Mr. Ekslrand feared that the League of Nations 
would not be willing to reopen the question.® Finally it was 
decided to grant, in addition to the £125 per month allowed in 
Viscount Ishii's report, £75 per month as an allowance for 
quarters. The Presidents of the Greek and Turkish delegations 
were granted the same salary and allowance, and the other 
members of the Commission were granted a salary of £100 per 
month and an allowance for quarters of £60 per month. It was 
understood that the members of the two delegations were not 

1 League of Nations, Official Journal, Novembev, 1923, p. 1312. 

*Proc6s-Yerbau3:, 3d meet., October 10, 1923. 

• Proete-Verbaux, i, 18th. meet., November 5, 1923. 
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to receive full salary when the Commission was sitting in 
their own country. 

§ 378. Salaries o£ personnel and other expenses. The sub- 
stitutes for the neutral members and the Secretary-General of 
the Commission received £100 per month. The counsellors of 
the two delegations received £70 and the Greek and Turkish 
secretaries £60 per month. The other personnel of the Com- 
mission was paid as follows : 


Two secictarica of the l&t class 

u a it it 

Au archivist 
A chief accountant 
An auditor 

Typists and stenographers 


£40 per month 
“36 " 

« 40 « 

“ 60 “ 

“60 “ 

£8 to 40 “ 


The neutral Presidents of Sub-Commissions were paid at 
the rate of £50 per month for salary and an allowance for quar- 
ters which the Commission determined by taking into account 
the cost of living in the place where the Sub-Commission was 
located. The Greek and Turkish members of the Sub-Commis- 
sions were paid an allowance for quarters at the rate of £40 
per month. 

Travelling expenses were paid to members of the Mixed 
Commission and its personnel and to members of the Sub- 
Commissions for trips undertaken in the service. To cover such 
expenses a daily allowance was paid equal to 2^o of the regu- 
lar salary and allowance for quarters, plus the actual expenses 
of the trips. 

§ 379. Payments and accounts. Because of the fluctuations 
of the Engli^ pound in the last part of 1923, it was decided 
to pay all salaries and allowances in dollars, beginning from 
January 1, 1924.'* 

A Financial Committee was appointed by the Commission, 
which dealt with all questions of the finances of the Commis- 
sion and with its internal organization. This Committee de- 
cided finally on all questions concerning expenses of current 
administration. On all other questions it submited its resolu- 
tions to the plenary assembly of the Commission. 

The accounts of the Commission were kept by a Greek 

*ProBfe 9 -Verbaux, i, 26th meet., Deuember 18, 1923. 
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governments are left in their ownership. The restoration of 
properties is applied exclusively to the regions of Western 
Thrace and Constantinople, where, on the whole, only isolated 
seizures took place. Wherever restorations are still necessary, 
several guarantees are provided. First, the Mixed Commission 
is empowered to investigate each case; then, indemnity may 
be paid to the owner by deducting it from the funds of the 
government concerned; lastly, the neutral members are given 
power as arbiters to solve all differences and controversies. 
Aside from ascertaining the restorations to be made by the 
two governments, the work of the Mixed Commission consists 
mainly in the distribution of certificates of non-exchange- 
ability to etablis in Western Thrace and in Constantinople, 
and in the distribution of indemnities to these persons for 
properties passing to the ownership of the respective govern- 
ments. As soon as the Convention was ratified, the Commis- 
sion created four committees in Constantinople and six in 
Western Thrace to carry out these provisions of the Conven- 
tion. 

Of the payment of £425,000 which Greece undertook to 
make to the Mixed Commission, the item of £150,000 for in- 
demnifying Moslems in Western Thrace for properties pass- 
ing to the ownership of the Greek government was a just pay- 
ment. The second item of £150,000 for indemnities to Greeks 
in Constantinople was to be paid by Greece in the place of 
Turkey, to whose ownership the seized properties passed. The 
remainder of £125,000 was paid by Greece to Turkey as a bal- 
ance in the set-off of Greek and Turkish properties of non- 
exchangeable persons. This sum had been fixed in the negotia- 
tions which were interrupted in July, 1929, at £150,000, and 
was reduced now by £25,000 in view of the agreement on the 
question of the Greeks absent from Constantinople. Indeed, 
in July, 1929, Turkey had insisted that these persons had not 
the right to return to Constantinople and that their properties 
should pass to the Turkish goveriunent without indemnity. 
Now, Turkey consented to give up £25,000, to which an equal 
amount was to be added by Uie Greek government, thus form- 
ing a sum of £50,000 to be used for indemnifying the Greeks 
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who left Constantinople with irregular passports and whose 
properties passed to the Turkish government. 

On the justice of the payment of £275,000 by Greece as 
above it is difficult to express an opinion. There is no doubt 
that Greece considered the payment unjust, as she was con- 
vinced that the properties of 1,500,000 Greeks who had left 
Turkey at various periods, leaving behind them their movable 
and immovable property, were much superior in value to the 
properties left by Moslems in Greece, who did not exceed 500,- 
000. However, Greece wished to see the end of the exceedingly 
unpleasant and uncertain position of the Greek population of 
Constantinople, which was causing it to quit the city. She also 
wished to clear up the atmosphere of unfriendliness and ten- 
sion which the economic liquidation of the exchange of popu- 
lations had created for all these years. Greece hoped that, by 
now consenting to certain sacrifices and losses, she might re- 
ceive compensation through the reestablishment of friendly 
political and economic relations with Turkey. 
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chief accountant and checked by a Turkish auditor. Every 
item of expenditure was referred to the former and all checks 
were countersigned by. him, A quarterly financial statement 
was prepared by hun and communicated to the two govern- 
ments. Orders for payment were signed by the President of 
the Mixed Commission. 

§ 380. Budget of the Commission in 1924. The first budget 
of the Mixed Commission, prepared for the year 1924 in De- 
cember, 1923, amounted to $440,000.® It was, however, raised 
ill June, 1924, to $548,436." Its various items were as follows: 


CHAPnai I 

Monthly salaries and allowances for quarters of mombers of the Mixed 

Commission 

(1) Salaries; 


5 Presidento S607 S 3,035 

6 Members “ 4% 2,916 

3 Substitutes " 486 1,468 

4 Counsellors “ 340 1,360 

(2) Allowances for quarters: 

5 Presidents @ S364 S 1,820 

6 Members “ 243 1,468 


Total 312,047 Per yr. 3144,664 

Chapter II 

General Staff of the Mixed Commission 


(3) 1 Secretary-General 3 486 

1 Comptroller 262 

1 Chief Accountant 262 

2 Firat Secretaries @ $292 584 

4 Second “ “ 194 776 

4 Third “ 170 680 

1 Archivist 194 

1 Assistant Accountant 60 

1 Assistant Archivist 61 


5 Typists: 1 @ $85 

1 “ 70 

1 '* 68 

2 " $39... 78 

291 

1 Janitor 35 

Total $ 3,741 Per yr. S 44,892 


* Prooes-Vprbaiuc, i, 37th meet., December 28, 1923. 
®Proo6s-Verbaux, v, 67th meet, June 18, 1924. 
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Cha^tee III 

Rent, lighting, automobile, offire fiirniturp, pU‘. 


(4) Rent, light mg, and heating 

(5) Aulomobile.s 

(6) Office furniture and. printing 

(7) Tolpgianih, poiitage, and sundries 

a 500 
970 
920 
120 


Total 

S 2,510 

Per yr $ .30,120 

CnAl’TEB IV 



Travelling expenses and allowiinros, unforehcpn 

exppnaos 

(8) Travelling exponfie.s and allmvanceH, . 

(9) Unforeseen expon.ses 

8 2.000 
2,000 


Total 

8 4,000 

Per yr. .S 48,000 

Chapteb V 



Sub-Commissions 



(10) Salaries of Members; 

15 Presidents @ $243 

Monthly allowances, 15 x $194 

30 Members @ $194 

(11) 30 Secretaries @861 

30 Punotionaries @ 840 

(12) Office furniture and sundries 

S 3,645 
2,910 
5,820 
1,830 
1,200 
8,000 

- 


823,405 Per yr. $280,860 
Qrand total $648,436 


§ 381. Subsequent budgets. At the end of 1924 most of the 
Sub-Commissions were dissolved. In the middle of 1925 there 
remained only the Sub-Commissions of Western Thrace and 
of Constantinople, which looked after the interests of the 
Moslems and Greeks established respectively in these two 
regions. The budget of the Mixed Commission was accord- 
ingly reduced in 1925 and 1926. However, in 1927 the Ap- 
praisal Committees were created to carry out the provisions 
of the Agreement of Athens."^ 

The budget for the six Appraisal Committees adopted in 
March, 1927, provided for an expenditure of $72,000 for eight 
months. The monthly budget for each Appraisal Committee 
was as follows; ® 

'> See anpra, p. 626. 

s Proefes-Verbaux, *i, 116th meet., March 19, V3SU. 
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A neutral member S 360 

A national member (Greek or Turk) 

working in his own coiintiy 200 

A national member (Turk or Greek) 

woikmg in the oilier countiy 260 

A secretary 100 

TrarelJing expenses 250 

Local expel ta 200 


Total for each Coiniiiittce &lj400 pei month 

In fact, the Committees were increased to twelve in the 
fall of 1927, and their work continued into 1929. The budget 
of the Commission for 1929 called for a monthly expenditure 
of $41,143, or a total of $493,716, which is not much below 
the budget for 1924. 

§ 382. Total expenses of the Mixed Commission. No exact 
figures have been published for the expenditures of the Mixed 
Commission from October, 1923, when it began its work, to 
the present time. Taking into account the above two budgets 
for 1924 and 1929, and making allowances for the dismissal of 
personnel in 1925 and 1926 and in 1930, we may put the 
figure between $3,000,000 and $3,500,000 for the seven years 
of the work of the Commission ending October, 1930, The 
writer has not been able to obtain further figures of expendi- 
ture after October, 1930. At the time of writing (July, 1931) 
there remains little yet to be done by the CJommission but it 
is safe to predict that the Commission will not have ended its 
work by the end of 1931. The expenditure of $300,000 in 
addition to the above until the dissolution of the Commission 
may midoubtedly be assumed. 

This total, of course, does not represent all the cost to the 
two governments, for it does not cover the expenditures of 
the personnel of the two delegations, which were paid by the 
respective governments. 

When it is considered how meagre have been the results 
obtained by the Mixed Commission during the seven years of 
its activity, it will be concluded that it was indeed a wasteful 
luxury for the two governments to maintain it for so long 
a time. 
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CHAPTER XXXI 


THE SETTLEMENT OF BULGARIAN EMIGRANTS 
AND REFUGEES^ 


5 383. The problem of the settlement of emigrants and refugees in Bulgaria. 

S 384. Negotiatiunsi of the Bulgarian < iovemment for a loan. 

§386. Proloeol for the settlement of Bulgaiiiin refugees. 

§ 388. The Befugee Settlement Loan. 

§387. The Bulgarian frontier zone. 

§ 388. Settlcmenls allowed in the frontier zone. 

§ 389. The generai plan of settlement. 

§ 390. The land (iup.stion and the allocation of holdings. 

§391. Construction of buildings. 

§ 392. Distiibution of seed, rattle, and supplies. 

§ 393. Campaign against maluiia and .syphilis, 

§ 304. Diainagc work. 

§ 395. Means of communication, and water supply. 

§ 396. Obligations of the refugees. 

§397. Expenditure for the settlement of refugees. 

§ 398. Results of the settlement. 

§ 383. The problem of the settlement of emigrants and 
refugees in Bulgaria. In the first part of this study the re- 

'■The materials on which this chapter is based are chiefly contained in 
the Offioial Journal of the League of Nations, and particularly in the first 
sixteen Repoils of the Commissioner of the League of Nations for the Settle- 
ment of Bulgarian Refugees, covering the period from September 15, 1926, 
to August 15, 1930, which have appeared in that Journal as follows : 


Report 

Number of the Journal 

Pages 

I’iist 

February, 1927 

189-213 

Second 

April, 1927 

526-535 

Third 

July, 1927 

926-933 

Fourth 

October, 1927 

1329-36 

Fifth 

February, 1928 

247-263 

Sixth 

April, 19& 

585-591 

Seventh 

July, 1928 

1054-61 

Eighth 

October, 1028 

1754-61 

Ninth 

January, 1929 

183-105 

Tenth 

April, 1^9 

723-748 

Eleventh 

July, 1929 

1207-18 

Twelfth 

November, 1929 

1712-31 

Thirteenth 

June, 1930 

683-694 

Fourteenth 

June, 1930 

695-709 

Fifteenth 

September, 1930 

1141-53 

Sixteenth 

November, 1930 

1583-77 


Our references to these Reports, which for brevity will be given in the 
conoise form "Second Repoit, p. 626,” etc., can readily be filled out from i.hiB 
teble. 
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eiprocal emigration of minorities between Greece and Bulgaria 
and the liquidation of their properties were described and 
considered. It is now necessary to see how these emigrants 
were settled in their new countries. The question of the 
settlement of Greek emigrants from Bulgaria is inseparably 
connected with the larger question of the settlement of Greek 
refugees and emigrants from Turkey, and this is considered 
in the next chapter. The presoiii chapter deals with the settle- 
ment in Bulgaria of Bulgarian emigrants and refugees from 
Greece and other countries. 

We have seen above that the Bulgarian emigrants from 
Greece numbered about 96,000. While they far surpassed in 
number the refugees in Bulgaria from Greece, Jugoslavia, and 
Rumania, the problem of the settlement of the emigrants 
from Greece cannot be separated from the whole problem of 
the settlement of Bulgarian refugees. 

The extent of this larger problem was first brought to 
the attention of the League of Nations by a letter of the 
Bulgarian government dated May 3, 1926, to the Secretary- 
General, submitted to the Council on June 10, 1926.® It was 
there stated that the Bulgarian government had on its hands 
some 38,000 refugee families, and that Bulgaria was unable 
to assimilate so large a number of refugees in a short space of 
time. Later, the Bulgarian government gave the number of 
refugees and emigrants needing assistance for settlement in 
Bulgaria as 220,000. The neighboring countries, Greece, Ru- 
mania, and Jugoslavia, challenged this assertion of the Bul- 
garian government, basing their information on official data 
published by the General Statistical Board of the kingdom 
of Bulgaria.® It w'as eventually found by the Commissioner of 
the League of Nations that the number to be settled did not 
exceed 125,000 persons or 31,271 families.* 

The problem of the settlement of refugees in Bulgaria was 
different from that of Greece, where great masses arrived from 

2 League o£ Nations, Official Journal, July, 1020, pp. 884-886, 020-922, 
1002-03. 

< League of Nations, Official Journal, October, 1020, pp. 1243-46, 1335-38, 
1343-46, 1391-04. 

* Second Report, p. 528. 
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Asia Minor and Eastern Thrace in a short space of time.® 
The greater part of the refugees in need of relief in Bulgaria 
had been in the country for some years past, and the general 
problem was to confirm them in their settlements by com- 
pleting and making permanent the provisional arrangements 
already made. Some of the refugees had settled themselves on 
small plots of land and erected adequate houses by their own 
efforts or with the assistance of the government, while others 
lived in huts, barns, or stables. Still others drifted toward the 
cities and found unskilled employment in factories and work- 
shops. It was only needed to aid persons who had settled on 
lands provisionally, and to make complete arrangements for 
settling those refugees who were or might become agricul- 
turists. 

The Bulgarian government had not set up an adequate 
organization to take care of the settlement of the refugees. 
They were pretty much left to their own resources. Many 
of them drifted towards the villages of Greek emigrants from 
Bulgaria and settled in their properties. Settlement proceeded 
slowly, “mainly because of continual disputes of every sort 
regarding the land which it was desired to assign for this 
purpose. The communes, anxious to keep for themselves the 
available land on their own territory, did not always further 
the work; through political influence they sometimes suc- 
ceeded in bringing it to a complete standstill. Such selfish 
conduct has in some localities, by preventing the satisfaction 
of most urgent needs, bred hostility and added to the refugees’ 
distress.” “ 

Moreover, it was observed, “many of the refugees are 
seriously handicapped by physical debility as a result of sick- 
ness (more especially malaria) and malnutrition. Their capa- 
city for work has fallen considerably. . . . The infant mor- 
tality, according to the statistics collected by foreign charitable 
organizations, reaches in certain districts, the appalling figure 
of over 50 per cent,” 

The League of Red Cross Societies carried on relief work. 

• First Report, p. 189. 

s Second R^ort, p. 629. 

? First Repmii, p. 194. 
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At its soup kitchens more than 4000 people were fed daily; 
food was distributed to nearly 15,000 persons, while 4500 
infants were cared for. The work of the International League 
of Red Cross Societies was repeatedly praised at the meetings 
of the Council of the League. At the meeting of March 10, 
1927, M. Vandervelde, Rapporteur to the Council, pointed 
out that international action must necessarily be of a tem- 
porary character, and that it was for the National Red Cross 
of Bulgaria to take a hand in the work of assisting the 
refugees.® 

§ 384. Negotiations o£ the Bulgarian government for a 
loan. In the letter referred to above, the Bulgarian govern- 
ment, after drawing the attention of the Council of the 
League to the difficult situation of the refugees, requested 
that a foreign loan be granted to Bulgaria, under the auspices 
of the League, to be used in assisting the refugees directly by 
advancing to them the necessary funds for the purchase of 
agricultural stock and implements and the erection of build- 
ings, and in providing, by irrigation, draining, etc., suitable 
land for agricultural work and the establishment of the 
refugees.® 

A favorable report was submitted to the Council by the 
Financial Committee and by the Rapporteur of the Council, 
M. Vandervelde, who testified, of his own experience, to the 
“painful and tragic impression” given him by the plight of 
the Bulgarian refugees. The Council adopted a resolution ac- 
cepting the report of the Financial Committee, declaring its 
readiness to be associated with the scheme, and authorizing 
the President of the Council, on the recommendation of the 
Financial Committee, to take any necessary measures for 
the purpose proposed by the Committee.^® 

After some necessary agreements with the Inter-Allied 
Commission at Sofia and the Reparation Commission with 
regard to the securing of the proposed loan on certain revenues 
of the Bulgarian state, the President of the Council authorized 
the Bulgarian government to open negotiations concerning a 

« League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1027, pp. 386-386. 

^League of Nations, Official Journal, July, 1926, pp. 1002-03. 

w League of Nations, Official Journal, July, 1^, p. 884. 
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temporary advance of £400,000. These negotiations succeeded, 
and Bulgaria was able to obtain this sum in the form of a 
temporary advance from the Bank of England to the National 
Bank of Bulgaria. The scheme of the Financial Committee 
provided for the issue of a loan of two and a quarter million 
pounds sterling. At the meeting of the Council in September, 
1926, the question of control was dealt with. The Council had 
approved the principle that it should have a strict and efficient 
control over the use of the funds and over the choice of land 
on which the refugefes were to be established. It had also 
decided to enter into consultation with the representatives 
of states, members of the League, who were neighbors of 
Bulgaria, before fixing the final details of this control. These 
states insisted especially on the necessity of control over the 
use of the funds. They thought that the amount of expendi- 
ture required for the settlement of Bulgarian refugees was 
much less than was alleged by Bulgaria. They also challenged 
the figures as to the number of emigrants given by the Bul- 
garian government. They feared that, if left without control, 
the loan might have the effect of encouraging disorderly ele- 
ments in Bulgaria. In particular the scheme for the construc- 
tion of two railroads was objected to as having possibly a 
strategic character. In the end, the Financial Committee 
succeeded in drawing up a system of control satisfactory to 
all parties concerned.^^ 

§ 385. Protocol for the settlement of Bulgarian refugees. 
This control was embodied in a draft Protocol for signature 
by Bulgaria. The Protocol provided for the appointment by 
the Council of a Commissioner, who was to report to the 
Council at least every three months. The proceeds of the 
loan were to be placed under the control of the Commissioner, 
and his approval was required for all the plans for establish- 
ing refugees. He was to be always free to refuse to release 
sums drawn from the loan if he were not sure that the sums 
already released had been expended in conformity with the 
conditions which he had authorized.^® 

w League of Nations, Official Journal, October, 1926, pp. 1243-44, 1335-38, 
1391-94. 

League of Nations, Official Journal, October, 1^6, pp. 1343-46. 



696 THJE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

The plan provided for certain precautions against estab- 
lishing large numbers of refugees near the frontiers, and laid 
down a procedure by which the neighboring states would have 
the opportunity of taking part in the discussion of matters 
especially affecting their interests in the sense of Article 4 of 
the Covenant of the League of Nations. The question whether 
certain districts were suitable for the establishment of refu- 
gees, and the question of the construction of certain railways, 
on which depended the establishment of a considerable num- 
ber of refugees, were left to be decided at a later time.^® 

The Council, on fieptember 7, 1920, approved the report 
of the Financial Committee and the Protocol; it established 
a Commissariat, appointing M. Rene Charron, formerly of 
the General Commissariat for Hungary, as Commissioner for 
two years from October 31, 1926; and it expressed the hope 
that the loan might be successfully issued.^* 

The Protocol for the Settlement of Bulgarian Refugees 
was signed at Geneva by Bulgaria, September 8, 1926, and 
ratified November 23, 1926.^® 

§ 386. The Refugee Settlement Loan. The Refugee Settle- 
ment Loan was issued simultaneously at London and New 
York on December 21, 1926, with great success.^® From it the 
sura of £2,247,201 8 s. 6ci. was to be used for settling the 
refugees. As provided by the Protocol for the Settlement of 
Bulgarian Refugees, the yield of the loan was paid into a 
special account at the National Bank of Bulgaria, which the 
Commissioner alone might control. 

The Bulgarian government assigned to the service of the 
refugee loan, following a decision of the Inter- Allied Com- 
mission at Sofia which waived the Reparation first charge, 
the net revenue from the match monopoly and certain excise 

Ijfiaguo of Nations, Official Journal, October, 1926, p. 1244. 

League of Nations, Official Journal, October, 1626, p. 1246. 

League of Nations, Official Journal, December, 1926, p. 1690. 

^®The loan was at 7 per cent and was to be redeemed not later than 
January 1, 1067. It was offered to the public at 92 per cent. The net yield 
amounted to £2,873,061. Of this £625,889 11s. 6d. was nsed to satisfy the 
claim of the holders of Bulgarian Treasury Bills issued in Fmnce in 1912 
and 1913. See Second Report, p. 526. Again, as in the case of the Greek 
Refugee Loan (see infra, p. 637) the Great Powers did not give their consent 
to the Loan without extracting advantages entirely unrelated to the loan. 
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duties.” A ministerial decree of October 7, 1926, provided for 
the opening at the National Bank of a tied ‘Assigned Re- 
serves’ account. The receipts were paid into the National 
Bank and all transactions in connection with this account 
were subject to the indorsement of the Commissioner. A law 
amending the Statutes of the National Bank in compliance 
with recommendations of the Financial Committee was passed 
on November 5, 1926. Under the provisions of the Protocol 
for the Settlement of Bulgarian Refugees, the Council had 
undertaken to appoint Trustees to represent the interests of 
the bondholders of the Refugee Settlement Loan. On the pro- 
posal of the Financial Committee, three Trustees were ap- 
pointed on December 10, 1926.^® 

The annual amount required for the service of the loan 
was about 170,000,000 leva. The receipts from the assigned 
reserves far exceeded this amount. The excess for the year 
1929-30 was about 200%, the receipts being 515,009,911 leva.®® 
§ 387. The Bulgarian frontier zone. The Protocol pro- 
vided that as a rule refugees should not be settled within a 
zone of 50 kilometres from the frontier between Bulgaria and 
the neighboring states, Greece, Jugoslavia, and Rumania. Ex- 
ceptions to this rule were to be allowed on report of the Com- 
missioner and by agreement between the Financial Committee 
and the representatives of the countries concerned. The Com- 
missioner of the League of Nations did, indeed, recommend 
such exceptions in view of general and special considerations.®* 
The prohibited zones on the three frontiers represented 
approximately 57,000 square kilometres out of a total area of 
Bulgaria of 103,000 square kilometres. Bulgaria is poor in 
arable land, and the average density of population in 1920 was 
only 48 per square kilometre, while in cultivable regions the 
density reached 136. It was desired to avoid over-populating 

i^The excise duties on salt and alcohol. To these others were provi- 
sionally added by the Bulgarian government. 

“First Report, pp. 193, 196-205. 

“ Mr. Bianchini, Sir Herbert Lawrence, and Mr. Markus Wallenberg. See 
League of Nations, Official Journal, February, 1027, p. 168. 

*c Fifteenth Repoit:, p. 1142. 

First Report, pp. 181-183; Second Report, p. 615. 
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the cultivable areas. It was also necessary that refugees should 
be settled as far as possible on land presenting conditions 
similar to those under which they had lived hitherto. Many 
refugees had already settled within the 50-kilometre zone, 
and their establishment there could be completed and ren- 
dered definitive at a small cost. Any attempt to transfer them 
would result in waste; and, moreover, they would be unwill- 
ing to leave. 

With regard especially to the Rumanian frontier zone,®® 
there was the Danube, for over 400 kilometres without a 
bridge, which formed a natural boundary of over two kilo- 
metres in average breadth. Over 3000 refugee families had 
settled in the zone, and two-thirds of them had already in- 
stalled themselves in such a manner that they needed little 
help for their definitive settlement. Moreover, a considerable 
amount of arable land was available in the zone between Lorn 
and Sistova, a distance of about 170 kilometres.®® 

In the Greek frontier zone from Nevrokop on the west to 
the Maritza on the east the zone included about 6000 refugee 
families. For a considerable distance the frontier runs along 
the crest of a mountain chain the summits of which are 1000 
to 2000 metres high.®* In the region of Mastanla, north of 
Western Thrace, only one road crossed the frontier. It was a 
very sparsely populated region. In the Ortakeuy and Svilengrad 
section, farther east, several roads crossed the frontier. These 
regions were suitable for the intensive cultivation of tobacco 
and other crops. There were in this part of the zone large 
arable areas, calculated at over 100,000 decares. By reason of 
the fertility of the soil, it was ^timated that 15 decares could 
be allowed to each family and would be sufficient to main- 
tain it. The part of the district of Svilengrad on the left of 
the Maritza, which, although within the 50-kilometre zone, 

Sec map on page 598. 

33 Lorn ia on the Danube, aixty miles below the point where the frontiers 
of Bulgaria, Jugoslavia, and Rumania meet; Sistova is a like distance from 
the point where the frontiers between Bulgaria and Rumania turns from the 
Danube to the southeast. 

3^ These mountains are Dospat Dagh, Kushlar Dagh, Karlal Dagh, To- 
katjik Dagh. From Kutchuk Derbend to the Maritsa the mountains are not 
high. 
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touched the Greek frontier only for a few kilometres, was 
extremely fertile, suitable for the rearing of silkworms and 
comprising a considerable amount of vacant arable land. It 
was proposed to settle in this area 2828 families, 1114 of 
which were to be new settlements. Colonel Siefvert, of the 
Swedish army, who was assisting in the reorganization of the 
frontier guards on the Greeo-Bulgarian frontier, remarked 
that while formerly in the Ortakeuy district Bulgarian refu- 
gees from Greece used to make incursions into Greek territory, 
and professional brigands still committed occasional outrages 
on both sides of the border, the Svilengrad region was much 
quieter, largely because the Maritza formed a barrier difficult 
to cross and easy to guard.®® 

In the Jugoslavian frontier zone, between Vidin on the 
north and Petritch on the south, about 4000 refugee families 
were installed at a distance of less than 50 kilometres from 
the boundary. Of these, 2500 families were still in a very 
precarious situation. Little available land was included in this 
zone, therefore no special exception was asked with respect 
to it.®® 

§ 388. Settlements allowed in the frontier zone. After 
several conferences, an agreement was reached between the 
Financial Committee, representatives of the countries con- 
cerned, and the Commissioner of the League of Nations, as 
to settlements within the 50-kilometre frontier zone. As a 
result, the Council adopted a resolution on December 7, 
1926,®’ which maintained the principle of the 50-kilometre 
zone, but provided for the following exceptions. 

(1) Refugees less than 50 kilometres from the frontiers, 
living under material conditions which could not be considered 
satisfactory, should be provided with land for their settlement 
elsewhere than in the zone, in so far as the Commissioner 
should find it possible. 

(2) Refugees of Rumanian origin might be settled in the 
zone between Lorn and Sistova-Bela, as far south of the 
Danube as possible. To this district might be transferred 

Second Report, p, 616. 

First Report, pp. 182-183. 

League of Nations, Offiaial Journal, February, 192V, pp. 122, 174, 187. 
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refugees living in the 50-kiloinetre zone along the land fron- 
tier between Bulgaria and Rumania. 

(3) In the district of Mastanla, bordering the Greek 
frontier to the north of Comotini, owing to the natural ob- 
stacles which separated this district from Thrace, new settle- 
ments were allowed at a distance of more than 10 kilometres 
from the frontier, with the exception that refugees of Greek 
origin could not be settled at a distance of less than 15 kilo- 
metres from the frontier, and with the (lualification that the 
density of the settlements should decrease as the limit of 
10 kilometres was approached. 

(4) As regards the districts of Ortakeuy and Svilengrad, 
bordering on the eastern parts of Western Thrace, the question 
of an exception was reserved. The Commissioner was in- 
structed to study the possibility of settling in areas away from 
these districts refugees from the neighboring parts of Thrace 
living in these districts under unsatisfactory conditions and 
close to the frontier. The Commissioner reported again on 
this question at the session of the Council in March, 1927,^" 
On the proposal of the Financial Committee, the Council 
adopted a resolution allowing no exception to the rule against 
new establishment of refugees within the 50-kilometre zone 
in the district of Ortakeuy and in the part of the district of 
Svilengrad on the right of the Maritza. A number of families 
already installed there under unsatisfactory conditions were 
to be transferred elsewhere. As regards the part of the district 
of Svilengrad on the left of the Maritza, which is only con- 
tiguous with the Greek frontier for a few kilometres and for 
the rest inarches on the Turkish frontier, new establishments 
might be made, but no family coming from any part of Greece 
was to be settled at a distance less than 10 kilometres from 
the Greek frontier. 

§ 389. The general plan of settlement. When the Council 
of the League in September, 1926, appointed the Commis- 
sioner for the Settlement of Refugees in Bulgaria, it was 
understood and was provided in the Protocol (article VII, 
paragraph 1) that a general plan of settlement should be 
“League of Nations, Qjicial Journal, Apiil, 1927, pp. 386, 611. 
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drawn up as soon as possible, so that the work could be 
carried on speedily and systematically. 

In the meantime a programme of urgent work was to be 
executed to provide for the more pressing needs before the 
winter, and in particular to distribute seed for the autumn 
sowings in order to secure a first crop the next year. This was 
made possible by the advance of £400,000 by the Bank of Eng- 
land, which was repaid later from the yield of the loan. Seed 
was distributed to about 3000 families.-® 

At the same time the necessary information was collected 
for the drawing up of a general plan of settlement. As already 
stated, prior to the intervention of the League no adequate 
organization for this purpose was in existence in Bulgaria. 
In accordance with article VI of the Protocol, the Bulgarian 
Law for the Settlement of Refugees of December 14, 1926,®° 
set up an organization which was to be the sole authority 
responsible for the settlement of refugees. Mr. Sarafoff, a 
banker and former General Manager of Railways, was ap- 
pointed by the Bulgarian government as Director-General. 

In his second report to the Council of the League, cover- 
ing the period from November 16, 1926, to February 15, 
1927,®^ the Commissioner, M. Charron, announced that the 
general plan of settlement was ready, after .the General 
Directorate had succeeded in collecting the necessary informa- 
tion and statistics. The plan included a census of the families 
in need of relief; the definition of the relief to be granted 
to each family; the amount of land available and the work 
to be done in preparing it; lastly, an approximate estimate 
of the cost of settlement under each of these items. The plan 
was to be published in Bulgaria, with the name of each family 
in need of relief and the place where the family was to be 
settled. Thus every refugee would know where he was to be 
installed, how he was to be installed, what facilities for work 
would be provided, and what were his rights and obligations. 

The smiunary of the plan was as follows. The number of 
families to be assisted reached 31,271, not including 372 fam- 
Report, pp. 189-191. 

First Report, pp. 205-213; Second Report, pp. 632-636. 

Second Report, pp. 626-6^. • 
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ilies the settlement of which was still under consideration. 
The Mixed Commission for the Greco-Bulgarian Emigration 
had found that each family consisted, on the average, of 
three persons. By reckoning each of the above 31,271 families 
as containing four persons on the average, we have a total 
of 125,084 persons. 

There existed 15,262 houses available for refugees, of 
which 2068 were in need of repair. The estimated cost of 
repair amounted to 14,616.000 leva. It was expected that 
10,019 new houses would be built at an expenditure of 480,- 

270.000 leva. The type of houses to be constructed was similar 
to the ordinary Bulgarian type. An expenditure of 40,000 leva 
for a house was estimated which was not consistent with the 
estimated total expenditure for house-building just given. The 
agricultural material to be distributed to refugees was to 
comprise 23,257 ploughs, 7645 harrows, and 19,758 carts, of a 
total estimated cost of 138,904,600 leva. To a number of 
refugees fishing tackle w'as to be distributed, at a total cost 
of 7,000,000 leva, and to others live stock, 28,564 head, for 
which the expenditure was estimated at 171,384,000 leva. 

The total area of land included in the plan was about 

1.750.000 decares (432,425 acres). This land was at the dis- 
posal of the Agrarian Fund of the government. Part of this 
total area could not be utilized, either because its preparation 
would be too costly or because of its situation. The remainder 
also needed preparation in the way of surveying, clearing, 
deforestration, etc., and the draining of marshes in the district 
of Burgas and along the banks of the Danube. The expendi- 
ture on this account was estimated at 408,917,331 leva, 

§ 390. The land question and the allocation of holdings. 
The land question was of vital importance. The first concern 
of the Bulgarian refugee was to obtain possession of land 
rather than of a house. “Love of the soil is responsible to a 
large exent for this sentiment, but it is also undoubtedly due 

»®Thi3 was formed from expropriated large land estates, lands owned by 
the National Bank and the Agricultural Bank, government and communal 
lands, etc. See Leo Fasvolsky, Bulgaria's Economic Position. Washington, 1930, 

p. 206. 
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to a feeling of confidence that they can, by the work of their 
own hands, support both themselves and their families.” 

The object of the settlement plan was “the formation of 
small agricultural holdings in adequate plots of arable land 
belonging to the Bulgarian Government.” The basis, then, of 
the plan was the allocation of land to refugees. Only after the 
refugee was granted permanent possession of land could a 
house be built for him and material or live stock supplied to 
him. 

The Geneva Protocol for the Settlement (article VIII) 
provided that at least 1,320,000 decares of land suitable for 
agricultural settlement, exclusive of pasture land, the unen- 
cumbered property of the Bulgarian Government, were to be 
provided for the settlement of refugees. On August 1, 1927, the 
Government had clear title only to 309,431 decares.®® Of these, 

280.000 decares belonged to Greek emigrants who had left 
Bulgaria. There was litigation affecting lands of an area of 

1.400.000 decares. The commuiies, in a selfish spirit, resisted 
the attempts of the government to take away unoccupied or 
vacant land for the purpose of settlement of refugees. In many 
places there was no land register or land survey record which 
could be used for purposes of reference and for the avoidance 
of lengthy litigation. Moreover, side by side with the settle- 
ment of refugees, the government was allocating land to 
native peasants. All land intended for allocation under both 
schemes was held by the organization in charge of the latter 
work, which supplied the Refugee Settlement Commission 
with land for the settlement of the refugees. A transfer once 
made under the Refugee Settlement scheme might be called 
in question at a later time. Government agencies sometimes 
prevented refugees from sowing lands granted them by other 
government agencies. This state of affairs gave rise to strongly 
unpleasant feelings between the refugees and the local in- 
habitants.®* 

The total of 1,760,000 decares of land included in the set- 
tlement plan by the Bulgarian government really consisted 

»* Fourth Beport, p. 1332. 

M League of Nations, Official Journal, January, 1929, p. 186. 
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in, a list showing only the communes and categories (meadows, 
fields, marshland, etc.) to which the land belonged. No topo- 
graphical documents in regard to this area existed. In order 
to allocate land it was necessary to identify it on the spot 
and establish its boundaries. The measuring and dividing up 
of the land was intrusted to the Bulgarian Geographical In- 
stitute. Surveying parties were formed and the agencies of the 
General Directorate for the Settlement of Refugees distributed 
the plots of land as they became available. The work of the 
Institute was carried on amid innumerable difficulties, includ- 
ing lack of means of communication and the more or less 
active hostility of the local peasants. Later, a private group of 
engineers was employed to do surveying work. Great diffi- 
culties arose with respect to property left by the Greek emi- 
grants. The local inhabitants had shown an inclination to take 
possession of such land. The Mixed Commission on Greco- 
Bulgarian Emigration helped matters by placing at the dis- 
posal of the General Directorate the details relating to the 
property of emigrants. Thus it has been possible to identify 
the lands and to oust illegal occupants. This involved great 
loss of time, since each case required separate consideration 
and the boundaries of an exceedingly large number of small 
plots must be fixed. Bulgarian peasants preferred to have 
small plots of land scattered in various parts of the village 
rather than single large parcels of land. The reason was that 
in many parts of Bulgaria the crops were often destroyed by 
floods and hail, especially at the end of the season, and the 
peasants had noted from experience that only parts of a 
village might suffer from storms, Of course the best thing 
would have been to have an adequate system of insurance, 
but this was still unknown in the country. 

In addition, much uncultivated land required mechanical 
ploughing before it could be worked by the refugees. It was 
either stiff clay soil, a lighter clay soil containing roots and 
covered with heather or oak scrub, or clayey soil, covered with 
shrubs and coarse scrub.®® It required either powerful tractors 
to break it up for cultivation, or special machinery to break 

ss Fourth Report, p. 1332, 
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up the soil to a sufl&cient depth to allow of the removal of 
the roots. Contracts were entered into by the General Direc- 
torate with private owners for the mechanical ploughing of 
lands in various localities. Refugees also were given advances 
for the clearing of forest or heath land by their own effort. 

The sixteenth report of the Commissioner of the League 
of Nations, covering four years of the work of settlement to 
August 15, 1930, gives the following table showing the alloca- 
tion of land.®* 


Department 

Land 

surveyed 

(decares) 

Land 

allotted 

(decarcs) 

Number 

of 

families 

Average 

area 

allotted 

(decares) 

Buigas 

.. 549,363 

486,586 

11,767 

4U6 

Varna 

.. 68,625 

61,098 

1,555 

3929 

Vidin 

8,929 

8,929 

282 

31.66 

Petntoh 

. 120,663 

111,023 

4,962 

22.37 

Vratcha 

.. 22,621 

21,872 

639 

34.17 

Plovdiv 

. . 24,505 

23,971 

1,290 

1858 

Plevna 

. . 18,761 

17,201 

517 

33127 

Ruatebuk 

. . 49,108 

32,449 

860 

37.73 

Stara Zasora 

.. 14,051 

12,886 

395 

82.62 

Timovo 

. . 17,111 

17,012 

465 

37.39 

Ha^ovo 

. . 156.876 

131,729 

3,012 

43.73 

Schumen 

. . 41,364 

39,360 

1,136 

3465 

Mastania 

. 82,356 

62,579 

1,472 

36.72 

Total 

... 1,174,363 

1,016,696 

28,k2 

3587 


By August, 1930, the survey operations had been almost 
completed. Plans were drawn up for each plot, which were 
attached to the deeds of ownership handed to the refugees.®’^ 
The final appraisal of the land distributed was begun in May, 
1929, by the Land Valuation Committee. The land was 
divided for purposes of appraisal into five categories accord- 
ing to quality. The value differed also according to the geo- 
graphical situation, the local value of the land, proximity to 
markets, and means of transport. The general average was 
700 leva per decare, which was a very moderate figure.®* 

§ 391. Construction, of buildings. It was originally esti- 
mated that 16,000 new houses would have to be erected for 

Sixteenth Report, p. 1666, 

^ilbid. 

“Thirteenth Report, p. 686. 
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the settlement of refugee families. After about two and a 
half years, or by May 15, 1929, only 1831 houses had been 
built and 2854 more were contracted for.®“ There were several 
reasons for the slowness of the work. 

As a very large number of refugees were settled in villages 
of the district of Burgas or of other districts, often at the rate 
of two or three families in each village, no building pro- 
gramme of a large scope could be carried out in each locality. 
Materials had to bo transported to each village for these scat- 
tered undertakings under very inadequate conditions of trans- 
port. Besides, work on a large scale was beyond the capacity 
of local contractors. The market for building timber proved 
limited. In some cases contractors had to obtain supplies 
from Rumania for work under construction in the extreme 
south of Bulgaria. The Commissioner was justified in deplor- 
ing the fact that “abundant local resources were not more 
judiciously exploited.” Moreover, the building programme 
was necessarily dependent on the allocation of land. Naturally, 
houses could be built only after lands were granted to refugees 
to secure their livelihood. 

For agricultural holdings a house is insufficient for the 
needs of the peasant without a shed or a stable for housing 
cattle and storing crops. The construction of such buildings 
could be left to bo done by the refugees themselves, but it 
was felt that their construction by the General Directorate 
would be preferable from the point of view of the preserva- 
tion of the cattle, of hygienic considerations, and of the 
general appearance of the new quarters. Refugees asked, gen- 
erally, for sheds and stables m addition to the houses. 

The general method of construction was by private con- 
tractors on the acceptance of tenders by the General Direc- 
torate. To make up for the failure of builders to fulfil their 

so To these must be added the fallowing ; 

Sheds Byres 

Completed Contracted for Completed Contracted for 

1444 2107 1441 2666 

Bleventh Report, p. 1209. 

*0 Ninth Report, pp, 186-186. 
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contracts, the experiment of construction on a monopoly basis 
by the General Directorate was applied on a small scale. In a 
very few cases the refugees received cash advances and them- 
selves made the necessary arrangements regarding the work 
and the supply of material. 

At the end of the season of 1927, on the basis of con- 
tracts concluded until that time, the available cost of a house 
was about 29,453 leva or £43. The total cost, including shed 
and byre, then reached 44,200 leva. By May, 1929, the in- 
crease in the cost of labor and materials raised this cost to 
66,000 to 68,000 leva, or about £100.*^ 

As the erection of buildings by the General Directorate 
progressed slowly, many refugees built their own houses. In 
the meantime the Mixed Commission on Greco-Bulgarian 
Emigration made payments to emigrants from Greece, and 
the latter were able to finance the construction. By August 
15, 1930, there were applications for 9769 houses instead of 
the originally estimated 16,000. The number of houses built 
by the above date reached 4466 and 4282 were in process of 
construction, while 1022 were still to be built. In addition, the 
total of sheds and byres built reached 3383 and 3908 respec- 
tively, while 2890 more sheds and 3193 more byres had been 
contracted for.'‘® 

§ 392. Distribution of seed, cattle, and supplies. To refu- 
gees who were being settled and who possessed no land prior 
to their settlement, seed was distributed. Until August 16, 
1930, a total of 10,170,577 kilogrammes of seed was dis- 
tributed, of a value of 66,189,112 leva.^® 

The agricultural holdings were also provided with cattle. 
The General Directorate purchased cattle at fairs and markets 
in Bulgaria, the refugees themselves often choosing them, under 
the superintendence of the departmental veterinary surgeons. 
Oxen, cows, buffalos, and horses were supplied. These animals 
were chiefly used for ploughing. The land assigned to refugees 
had remained waste for many years and needed to be intens- 
ively worked. Besides, the live-stock were utilized as draught 

Eleventh Boport, p. 1209. 

Sixteenth Beport, p. 1586. 



SETTLEMENT OF BULGARIAN REFUGEES 609 

animals/* By August 15, 1930, the total number distributed 
was; 

Number Value in leva 


Horses and mules 6,943 53,352,887 

Oxen and cows 12,183 71,703,110 

Buffaloes 2,520 15,445,551 


The total value reached 140,561,548 leva.-*® 

Supplies necessary for refugees was also allotted by the 
General Directorate, such as carts, wagons, ploughs, harrows, 
and fishing gear. Carls, wagons, and harrows were supplied 
by the Bulgarian craftsmen. The ploughs were purchased 
abroad after lenders had been invited. It appears, however, 
that modern ploughs, although carefully selected in view of 
local conditions in Bulgaria, aroused no great enthusiasm 
among the refugees, who seemed to prefer the wooden ploughs 
made by themselves. The Commissioner noted that “this is by 
no means an isolated example of the hostility of the Bulgarian 
peasant to modern agricultural methods.” 

The Black Sea fisheries belonged before 1924 to the Greek 
coastal population, and Greeks were practically the only peo- 
ple who engaged in that industry. The Directorate made an 
effort to interest the refugees in fishing. It appears that the 
results, in the region of Messemvria at least, proved quite 
successful.'*'^ A total of 219 refugee families engaged in fishing 
in the small Black Sea ports. For farm material, fishing gear 
was substituted in the case of those refugees, that is, herring 
nets, drag-nets, tunny nets, boats, and sailing boats. By 
August 15, 1930, the General Directorate had allotted various 


supplies as follows; 

Value in 

Implemcnis 

leva 

Ploughs: 7,608 

10,363,413 

Harrows : 2,633 


Carts: 8,951 

Fishing tackle 

Nets: 271 


Boats : 64 

6,160,610 

Motor bonis : 3 J 


Total .... 



<** Third Report, p. 927; Fifth Report, p. 248. 
<*° Sixteenth Report, p. 1565. 

Twelfth Report, p. 1714. 

^'Ibid. 

Sixteenth Report, p. 1605. 
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§ 393. Campaign against malaria and syphilis. A large 
number of refugees, about one-half of the whole, were settled 
in the district of Burgas, the great port of Bulgaria on the 
Black Sea. This district was not subject to the restrictions of 
the forbidden zone, and a large area of land was available 
there as a result of the emigration of the Greek minority. It 
included 333 villages. The plan called for the settlement of 
from two to thirty families in 248 of these villages; from 
thirty to one hundred families in 50 villages; and more than 
one hundred refugee families in each of twenty other vil- 
lages. By August 15, 1930, 11,767 refugee families were settled 
on 486,586 deoares of land in this district. 

This region was full of marshes, and malaria was par- 
ticularly rife. Many refugees were “horrified at the idea of 
settling in districts where they would be in danger of infection 
and death.” The Health Section of the League of Nations sent 
there the Dutch Professor Swellengrebel, a member of the 
League Malaria Commission, who, after an exhaustive study 
of the subject, arrived at practical conclusions regarding 
medical assistance and the destruction of the larvae. The cam- 
paign against malaria was deemed to be one of the aspects of 
the refugee settlement. A great amount of quinine was ac- 
quired by the General Directorate and distributed to refugees. 
The Burgas Malariological Institute made laudable and suc- 
cessful efforts for putting down malaria. By means of propa- 
ganda in the schools, by posters, lectures, etc., by the distribu- 
tion of quinine, regularization of small ponds and streams, 
filling up ditches, etc., confidence was established among the 
refugees in the district of Burgas. The Rockefeller Foundation 
also agreed to take part in the anti-malaria campaign. Its 
centre of work was the district of Petritch near the meeting- 
point of the Greco-Jugoslav-Bulgarian boundaries. The Com- 
missariat’s financial contribution consisted in Tnain tq.min g six 
doctors and an anti-larval detachment and in supplying 251 
kilogrammes of quinine annually. Later an anti-malaria centre 
was created by the Commissariat at Sveti-Vratch, north of 
Petritch. A total expenditure of 13,000,000 leva was contem- 
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plated, distributed over a period of three years ending De- 
cember 31, 1929.^® 

At a later time, the Commissioner found that in certain 
districts of the province of Burgas, where there were large 
colonies of refugees, syphilis was present in a very acute form, 
having spread to a dangerous extent. At the request of the 
Bulgarian government, Dr. Mackenzie of the Health vScction 
of the Secretariat of the League made a tour of inspection 
in the Vassiliko district, and preparatory measures were im- 
mediately taken with a view to drawing up a definite scheme. 
It was found that the population of districts officially recog- 
nized as infected exceeded 200,000. Five research parties were 
to begin medical investigations as soon as possible, and a 
course for training the staff was to be organized at Sofia by 
the Bulgarian Department of Public Health.®® 

§ 394. Drainage work. Also, the work of draining certain 
places was undertaken, as a means of destroying the larvae 
and as a supplement to agronomical work. The Bulgarian 
Ministry of Agriculture planned for the draining of several 
marshes. These plans were submitted to an expert of the 
Italian Government, Mr. Fornari, whose report was to the 
effect that they were inadequate and their cost would exceed 
the estimates.®^ The Commissioner, therefore, went carefully 
in this matter. Contracts for draining the two marshes of 
Messemvria and Straldja, of an area of 11,000 and 17,000 
decares respectively, were concluded with Bulgarian contrac- 
tors. Work began in the autumn of 1928. The estimated ex- 
penditure amounted to 12,636,000 and 15,075,000 leva.®® The 
progress under these contracts was slow, and new arrange- 
ments were made in 1930 for the draining of the Straldja 
marsh.®® 

Fifth Report, pp. 261-262; Bixth Report, p. 689; Seventh Report, p. 
1060; Eighth Report, pp. 1759-60; Ninth Report, p. 188; Tenth Report, pp. 
727-728; Twelfth Report, p. 1718; Thirteenth Report, p, 687; Fourteenth 
Report, p. 698, Fifteenth Report, p. 1146; Sixteenth Report, p. 1567. 

Thirteenth Report, pp. 687-888. 

01 Third Report, pp. 929-930; Fourth Report, pp. 1332-33; Fifth Report, 
p. 251; Sixth Report, p. 688. 

oa Ninth Report, p. 187; Tenth Report, p. 727. 

00 Thirteenth Report, pp. 686-687; Fifteenth Report, p. 1145; Sixteenth 
Report, p. 1667. 
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Of the santie nature was the construe (ion of a dilce for the 
protection of the low-lying plain of Karaboas, which had been 
already begun by the Bulgarian government at its own ex- 
pense. A satisfactory arrangement was made early in 1929 in 
respect to this work, which was intended to save from floods 
an area of arable land extending 24 kilometres along the banks 
of the Danube between the rivers isker and Vit.®^ The work 
was put in the hands of the Compulsory Labor Organization, 
which operates under the law of Bulgaria whereby all able- 
bodied citizens are obliged, on reaching a certain age, to work 
for the state for a specific time.®® The work was begun in 
July, 1929, with 2500 workmen. It was estimated that 170,000 
decares of land would be reclaimed, 85,000 of which were to 
be utilized for the settlement of 2000 families. The land was of 
exceptionally high quality, giving in certain drained areas two 
crops a year. It was hoped that the work could be completed 
by February, 1931."® 

§ 395. Means of conomunication and water supply. As is 
stated above, the settlement plan provided for the construc- 
tion of a railway from Rakowsky to Mastanla in the centre of 
Southern Bulgaria. The governments of Jugoslavia, Rumania, 
and, especially, Greece made reservations m regard to this 
part of the plan, considering that the railway might have a 
strategic importance. The Inter-AUied Military Commission 
of Control at Sofia expressed the opinion that the proposed 
railway line could be used, like any other railway line, for the 
transport of troops and their supplies; but that none of the 
facilities mentioned in the scheme of equipment was designed 
exclusively for military use.®'' Eventually the construction was 
allowed. 

The w'ork on the railway line was carried out partly by 
the Bulgarian Railway Administration and partly, when 
work of special skill was involved, by contract. The section 
Rakowsky-Haseovo (23 kilometres) was opened to general 

Eighth Report, p. 1759; Tenth Report, p. 727. 

Ninth RMort, p. 187. 

** Twelfth Report, p, 1717; Fifteenth Report, p. 1146; Sixteenth Report, 

p. 1666 f 

a^Tldrd Report, pp. 931, 933, 



SETTLEMENT OF BULGARIAN REFUGEES 613 

trajffic in December, 1927. The section Hascovo-Kuijovnic (18 
kilometres) was opened for traffic in December, 1928. The 
piercing of a tunnel 1120 metres long on this railway was com- 
pleted in July, 1929.''*® 

In certain parts of the centres where refugees were settled, 
the construction of roads was undertaken by the government. 
As some of these works were at a standstill, owing to lack of 
budgetary resouree.s, the General Direct urate for the Settle- 
ment of Refugees participated in the construction with the 
help of the loan funds. The C’onimissioner at first decided that 
only a section of the Vasiliko-Burgas road along the Black 
vSea coast, the completion of which was urgent in connection 
with the settlement of a large number of refugees in that 
district, should be constructed with the aid of the loan funds. 
Later, the question was reconsidered by the Conmiissioner, 
and the completion of two other I’oads in the district of Burgas 
with the aid of the loan funds was authorized: from Malko 
Tirnovo to Burgas and between Elhovo and Kavakli. These 
roads were completed in 1929. Two other roads were con- 
structed in the same section by the Bulgarian government, so 
that at the end of 1929 the refugee colonies between Burgas, 
Vasiliko, and Malko Tirnovo possessed good roads, which 
were much needed for this region rich in forests. In the fall 
of 1928 the utilization of the loan for the completion of still 
another road, from Varna to Bela, was authorized by the 
Commissioner,®® 

As in the case of the Greek refugee settlement, in Bulgaria 
also a very serious difficulty to cope with in the creation of 
new colonies was the absence of available drinking water. 
In certain villages, peasants used for drinking the stagnant 
water of ponds. The inhabitants of other villages had to trans- 
port water from long distances. The Commissioner, in order 
to strengtheir the new colonies and facilitate the success of 
isolated settlements in old villages, allocated a part of the 
funds to the supply of drinking water. A great number of 

Fifth Report, p. 251; Ninth Report, p. 187; Tenth Report, p. 727; 
Eleventh Report, p. 1210; Twelfth Report, p. 1717. 

Fourth Report, p. 1334; Sixth Report, p. 689; Ninth Report, p. 187; 
Thirteenth Report, p. 687. 
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pumping stations were thus set up and the plans included 
canalization and distribution works.®® 

§ 396. Obligations of the refugees. Refugees were charged 
with the cost of buildings, supplies, seed, cattle, etc., granted 
to them by the General Directorate. A Committee appraised 
the land allotted to them, and the value was charged against 
the refugees. The interest charges and the manner in which 
the refugees were to refund the cost of the relief granted them 
were set forth in articles 54 and 55 of the Law for the Settle- 
ment of Refugees. They were liable to the payment of inter- 
est on the value of their lands, houses, seed, live-stock, and 
material, at a rate equal to that of the loan, with the addition 
of one per cent to form a fund to provide against bad debts 
and of one-half per cent to remunerate the Agricultural Bank 
for its services, i.e., a rate of 8%%. 

The payment of interest was to begin at the end of a 
period of two years reckoned from the date of signature of 
the contracts. As to the refunding of the capital, the value of 
the seed was to be paid during the third year; the value of 
the live-stock and material, in five yearly payments, begin- 
ning in the fourth year; the value of the houses in fifteen 
yearly payments, beginning in the ninth year; the value of 
the land, also beginning in the ninth year, and continuing for 
not longer than the period of amortization of the loan. Article 
62 of the aforesaid law permitted refugees to anticipate pay- 
ments in discharge of their liabilities. Such anticipatory pay- 
ments amounted to 972,631 leva on May 1, 1928. Bulgarian 
emigrants from Greece who had received Bulgarian state 
bonds in payment for property left behind in Greece were to 
deliver these bonds in payment for the land assigned to them, 
being credited with their full face value. 

§ 397. Expenditure for the settlement of refugees. In 
accordance with article VII of the Protocol for the Settlement 
of Bulgarian Refugees, annual accounts of the expenditure of 
the loan were drawn np xmder the direction of the Commis- 
sioner and submitted through him to the Council of the 

Twelfth Beport, pp. 1716-17; Fourteenth Report, p. 697. 

■1 Second Iteport, pp. aiO-Zll; Third Report, p. 634; Seventh Report, 
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League of Nations. The statement of December 31, 1929, 
which covers a period of three years and four months, showed 
that from the total of 985,064,310 leva placed at the disposal 
of the General Directorate a sum of 953,750,468.97 leva had 
been expended. 

This had been disposed of as follows; 

Leva 


Pieparation of land (.survpying, ploughing, clearing)... 50,199,841.40 

Distribution of .seed, live-stock and agricultural material 242,442,128.19 

Buildings 270,143,8^ 

Dmining of marshes 16,680,69209 

Means of communication 229,955,020.49 

Health work 0,858,835 

Laying out of villages 617,434 

Settlement expenses not yet accounted for 106,195,36425 

General expenses 28,657,468.95 


Total 


953,750,468.97 


It is interesting to note that the general expenses as com- 
pared with total expenditure were only 3 per cent. 

On January 31, 1930, the amounts released by the Com- 
missioner and placed at the disposal of the Directorate Gen- 
eral and the Bulgarian government amounted to 1,013,824,302 
leva. At the time there remained still from the amount of the 
loan the following sums: 

£586,203 16 a. 7 d. deposited in London 

$611,526.64 " " New York, and 

Leva 116,360,970 deposited with the National Bank of Bulgaria 


§ 398. Results of the settlement. The conditions of the 
problem of the settlement of refugees in Bulgaria, as dealt 
with above, complicated the work in view of the fact that 
many individual cases had to be considered. The execution 
of the plan of settlement has progressed much more slowly 
than was anticipated. The difidculties encountered are de- 
scribed in the reports of the Commissioner of the League of 
Nations. In this study sixteen of these reports covering the 
period from September 15, 1926, to August 15, 1930, were 
considered.®"* It was expected that only a little work would 
remain for the year 1931, such as the draining of the marshes, 

02 Fourteenth. Beport, p. 699. 

o»/6fii., p. 707. 

04 See p, 591, note 1, for a list oC these reports. 
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the construction of the railway, and the building of houses 
in the Karaboas district.®® 

The numerous advance repayments made by the refugees 
on the expenditure for settlement would seem to indicate the 
success of the refugee colonies. The Commissioner noted also 
the dogged perseverance and the capacity for hard work that 
are qualities of the Bulgarian people.*® Success also was due to 
the fact that "the soil of Bulgaria is, generally speaking, 
highly fertile, and the various climatic zones make it possible 
to cultivate the different products of the soil satisfactorily 
in the different parts of the country.” ®^ 

The work of the settlement of Bulgarian refugees had 
many important results. A humanitarian purpose was 
achieved by the relief granted to people in distress. An inter- 
national aim was fulfilled by the wiping out of the main 
causes of dissatisfaction among people who had furnished re- 
cruits for the comitadji bands that made frequent incursions 
in the neighboring countries. The internal situation of Bul- 
garia was improved from the point of view of the troubles 
and hostile feelings at first existing between refugees and the 
local inhabitants. Lastly, the economic condition of Bulgaria 
was vastly ameliorated through the works of communication 
and health and the extension of the cultivated area. It was 
reported in 1928 that the area under cereals in Bulgaria in- 
creased as follows between 1926 and 1928: 


1926 23,280,000 decares 

1927 24,000,000 “ 

1928 24,496,000 “ 


that is, an increase of over 1,200,000 decares was noted within 
the space of two years.®* 

Very remarkable, in particular, is the great change that 
the settlement and the work done in connection with it had 
in the important section of Bulgaria on the Black Sea coast. 
Following the health work, the construction of roads, and the 
building of colonies, desolate areas which were repugnant to 

Fifteenth Report, p. 1143. 

«« Tenth Report, p. TOd. 

Twelfth Report, p. 1714. 

•»Ei^th Report, p. 1766. 
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refugees in 1926 became highly productive and densely popu- 
lated regions in 1929.*® 

In the year 1929 Bulgaria suffered from the world crisis 
which affected the Eastern European agricultural countries. 
Agricultural production had remained stagnant and even di- 
minished, owing to lack of credit facilities and to increasing 
difficulty in finding outlet. The striking fact was also noted 
that Bulgaria imported great amounts of cereals and vegetable 
seeds. This import jumped from 27,155,000 leva in 1028 to 
340,806,000 in 1929. 50,000 tons of wheat, with a value of 
more than 300,000,000 leva, were imported from Jugoslavia. 
Apparently inadequate organization of marketing and dis- 
tribution, and speculation, which maintained an artificial price 
level in Bulgaria, were liable for this increase in imports.'^® 
In 1930 the situation improved considerably. There was an 
increase in cereal production, w'hich in the case of wheat 
reached 662,500 tons, or 73%, over the production of 1929. 
For the first seven months of 1930 exports exceeded imports 
by 786,231,000 leva, whereas in the corresponding period of 
1929 the value of exports was 1,372,770,000 leva less than the 
value of imports. The exportable surplus of grain for 1930 
was expected to be at least double that of the preceding year; 
but it was doubtful whether this could be disposed of at 
reasonable figures, in view of the depressed condition of grain 
prices.''^' ” 

89 Twelfth Report, p. 1718. 

TO fourteenth Report, pp. 704-705. 

Sixteenth Report, pp. 1672-73. 

T9 On the Rcncnil erononiir condition of BulR.u'in yoo the excollont atudy 
of Leo Pasvohky, Bulgaria a Eeanomic Poailwn, Wiiphington, 1030. Pp. 409. 
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$ 432. General remarks on the settlement. 

§ 399. The preliminary work of Dr. Nansen. The first to 
call attention to the desperate plight of the Greek refugees 
and to appeal for international help was Dr. Fritjof Nansen, 
the High Commisaiouer of the League of Nations for Russian 
Refugees at Constantinople. On September 18, 1922, Presi- 
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dent Edwards presented to the Third Assembly of the League 
a letter from Dr. Nansen, requesting permission to utilize the 
organization of the High f'oininissariat for Refugees in Con- 
stantinople for administering relief to the many thousands of 
Greek and Armenian refugees who had arrived there from 
Smyrna and Broussa. This letter was promptly considered by 
the Fifth Committee, and on the next (iay, on the report of 
that Committee, the Assembly adopted a resolution authoriz- 
ing the above utilization of the Russian Refugee Organiza- 
tion and inviting the Council to consider placing a sum at the 
disposal of Dr. Nansen from the item “Unforeseen Expendi- 
ture” of the budget of the League.^ The Council decided to 
put at the disposal of Dr, Nansen the sum of 100,000 Swiss 
francs.® Great Britain came forward with an offer of £50,000 
on the condition that a similar amount should be contributed 
by other countries.* The problem at that lime, as Dr. Nansen 
stated it, was to get the refugees away, if it were necessary, 
from Smyrna to some Greek island and to provide a ship- 
load of flour to feed them for a period of fourteen days, until 
it would be decided what more could be done.* 

Dr. Nansen sped to Constantinople, and, on October 11, 
1922, sent a telegram to the Secretary-General of the League, 
informing him that the refugee problem was far more serious 
even than that presented to the Assembly. He found that 

1 League of Nations, Records of the Thiid Ahsembly, Plenary Meetings, 
i, pp. 123-126, 137-142. 

“League of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1D22, pp. 1195-06, 

“League of Nations, Records of the Third Assembly, Plenary Meetings, 
i, pp. 226-231, 378. 

By September 30, 1922, the following .Kiditional contributions had boon 
paid or promised; 

Canada £5000 New Zealand ..£1000 Spain £2000 

Norway lOOO Denmark lOOO 

Sweden 1000 Greece 5000 

Later Japan contributed £1036, Brazil £1000, and Switzerland £625. The 
Poli^ government made a gift of thirty largo niilitary tents for the accom- 
modation of refugees, and the Belgian government provided 1000 tents and 
1000 blankets. See League of Nations, Official Journal, January, 1933, p. 126. 

“League of Nations, Records of the Third Assembly Plenary Meetings, 
i, pp. 228-229. The Assembly adopted a resolution, proposed by Sir James 
Allen, the delegate of New Zealond, to the effect that "its members will at 
once place the situation before their resrcetive governments, rcoommending an 
immediate and adequate financial contribution to Dr. Nansen’s orgamzation." 
Ibid., p, 231. It also adopted n resolution expresring “the unanimous wish 
of the Assembly for an early restoration of peace." Ibid,, pp. 295-296. 
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there were probably no fewer than 750,000 refugees, the 
greater part of whom were women and children, scattered over 
every part of Greece, Thrace, and the Islands. “The evacua- 
tion of the refugees from Asia Minor was carried out with 
admirable thoroughness and efficiency, and undoubtedly saved 
innumerable lives.” He spoke of the help given by the Greek 
government and the relief agencies to keep the refugees alive, 
but he thought that further help on a large scale was needed 
if a great catastrophe was to be avoided. He concluded with 
an urgent appeal to the public opinion of the world for its 
fullest support.®’ ® 

In November, 1922, Dr. Nansen returned to Geneva and 
reported, m the first place, with regard to his negotiations 
with the two governments for the reciprocal emigration of the 
racial minorities of the two countries. These are described 
above.'^ He then described the situation of the refugees in 
Greece and Asia Minor as he had investigated it during the 
month of October.® 

The situation of the Turkish population of Asia Minor, 
although undoubtedly serious, could, according to Dr. Nansen, 
be taken care of by the Turkish authorities without great 
assistance from outside. Certain urgent measures of relief had 
been already taken for these people. The refugees in Greece 
numbered not less than 900,000, 50,000 among these bemg 
Armenians. One-third of the refugees were from Eastern 
Thrace and the remainder from Asia Minor. Most of the 
former left their homes after the Armistice of Mudania and 
were in comparatively good condition. They had some mov- 
able property and some money. “The refugees from Asia 
Minor, on the other hand, have left their homes with such 
precipitation that they had no other possessions of any kind 
than the light summer clothes which they wear. They urgently 
require not only shelter but also winter clothing and blankets 
to enable them to face the severity of the coming winter; they 

s League ot Natione, Official Journal, November, 1022, p. 1141. 

•Mention, should be made here of the wonderful assistance and relief 
work of the American National Red Cross and the American Near East 
Relief. See as to this, Charles B, Eddy, Greece and the Greek Reiugeea, p. 63. 

’’ See supra, p, 338, 

• See League of Nations, Offiml Journal, January, 1923, pp. 133-136. 
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are also without any money with which to supply themselves 
with food.” 

The Greek government, he went on to say, “has made 
great efforts to distribute these refugees throughout the coun- 
try in such a way as to permit of their absorption by the local 
population.” The American Red Cross was performing a great 
work by bringing help in the form of food and other direct 
relief. But Dr. Nansen pointed out the great need of shelter 
and clothing, and the serious risk of epidemics, which threat- 
ened not only Greece but the whole of Southern Europe. After 
mentioning the great efforts of the Greek government “to 
deal with the situation and to deal with it upon constructive 
lines,” and calling to mind that the problem rvas not merely 
one of immediate relief but of settling the refugees and ab- 
sorbing them into the economic life of Greece, Dr. Nansen 
proposed that an international loan, made, perhaps, through 
the advice of the League of Nations, should be provided for. 

Lastly, he called attention to the report that 250,000 more 
Greek and 100,000 Annenian refugees from Asia Minor were 
moving towards the coast to take refuge in Europe, as desti- 
tute as the other refugees from Asia Minor, that is to say, 
with nothing but the clothes they wore. He declared that if 
this exodus should take place, the consequences would be 
grave in the extreme, and ended with the impassionate plea: 
“I cannot too strongly insist that the support and the assist- 
ance of the world at large w’ill be necessary to cope with these 
desperate problems.” 

§ 400. The proposal for a Refugee Settlement Loan. At 
the session of the Council in February, 1923, Dr. Nansen pre- 
sented a new report describing the relief work carried out until 
that time. The condition of the refugees had become steadily 
and universally worse. Vast numbers of refugees were “still 
only fed on famine rations.” A series of feeding camps were 
organized in Western Thrace, where 10,000 refugees were be- 
ing fed. The appeal to the world at large was finding response. 
Fourteen hundred crates of clothes had been received. But 
the Macedonian winter had caused intense suffering among 
the refugees, and great numbers had died from illness caused 
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by exposure. The Council voted to set aside 50,000 Swiss 
francs from the item “Unforeseen Expenses” of the League 
budget, in order to enable Dr. Nansen to fulfil the various 
adininistrative engagements which he h.ad assixmed. At the 
same time the Greek government, through Mr. Politis, put 
forward as its own proposal the suggestion of Dr. Nansen for 
an international loan to Greece for the settlement of the 
refugees. The Council referred the proposal of IVEr. Politis to 
the Financial Committee of the League for examination and 
report.® At the next meeting of the Council, in April, 1923, a 
Sub-Committee was appointed, consisting of the British, 
French, and Italian members of the Council, with authority 
to invite the Greek government to add a fourth member. 
This Sub-Committee was to receive the reports of the Finan- 
cial Committee, which was examining the practicability of 
floating a loan on the basis of the securities which Greece 
could offer. The High Commissariat of Hefugees was to pre- 
pare a general plan for enabling refugees to be settled in 
Greece on a self-supporting basis. 

In the meantime the great catastrophe that had threatened 
the refugees was averted by the very generous help of relief 
societies, especially the American relief societies. The Ameri- 
cans during the last months of 1922 and the first half of 1923 
were feeding from 500,000 to 850,000 people. At the same 
time a representative of the United States, Colonel Logan, 
was assisting the Sub-Committee appointed by the Council 
to consider the scheme for the settlement of the refugees. 
The Council, at the session of July, 1923, adopted a resolution 
declaring that the securities offered by the Greek government 
appeared to be suitable as a basis for the negotiation of a 
loan. If the Greek government succeeded in arranging a loan 
for the settlement of the refugees, the Council would be will- 
ing to assist in organizing the administration of the funds 
produced by the loan.'^ 

® League of Nations, Official Journal, March, 1923, pp, 234-236, 383-386. 

With regard to the negotiations for the loan see also Henri Morgenthau, 
I teas cent to Athene, New York, 1920, pp. 176 ff. 

n Ibid,, June, 1923, pp. 602-603, 696-703. 

League of Nations, Official Journal, August, 1923, pp. 903-904, 1014-16. 
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§ 401. Protocol for the Settlement of Refugees. The Sub- 
Committee approved a Protocol and Organic Statutes in con- 
nection with the refugees settlement scheme, and these were 
approved by the Council at its meeting in September, 1923.“ 
The Protocol, entitlerl “Protocol Relating to the Settlement of 
Refugees in Greece and the Creation for this Purpose of a 
Refugees Settlement Commission,” was signed by the repre- 
sentative of Greece, Mr. A. Michalacopoulos, on September 
29, 1923.“ It consisted of fourteen articles, the effect of which 
was the following: 

The Greek government undertook to establish a Refugees 
Settlement Commission, to possess the constitution, capac- 
ity, and functions set forth in the Organic Statutes annexed 
to the Protocol and forming an integral part thereof. The 
municipal law of Greece was to be brought into agreement 
with the Statutes and was not to be modified subsequently 
without the consent of the Council. The govermnent was to 
assign to the Commission at least 500,000 hectares of land 
suitable, in the opinion of the Commission, for the settlement 
of refugees. This land was to be held by the Commission as 
its absolute property. According to the amendment of the 
Protocol adopted in September, 1924, land not included in 
the nainimmn of 500,000 hectares might be subject to ordinary 
servitudes and to obligations arising out of rights acquired 
by tenants on shares and similar holders. The Comnaission 
could settle refugees also (o) on land of Moslems subject to 
exchange, even before the Greek government became dc jure 
owner thereof; (6) on land requisitioned by the government 
or in process of expropriation; (c) on land taken on lease by 
the Greek government, when the lease was perpetual and it 
was transferred to the Commission; or (d) on land of which 
the government was not the owner, but in respect of which 

I'S/bwi., November, 1923, pp. 1356-67. 

pp. 1506-19. At the close of the first yenr of the work of the 
Refugees Settlement Commission expeiience pointed to the desirabthty of 
certain modifications in the Protocol and the Statutes. The.se were adopted 
in September, 1924, as proposed by the Greek Govetnment. Ibid., November, 
1924, pp. 1308, 1658 fi. 

After a short time this title became “Befugee Settlement Commission” 
in common usage and even in the reports of the Commission. 
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the Commission considered that it had acquired sufficient 
rights to insure a permanent settlement. 

Any advances which had been obtained by the National 
Bank of Greece for the purpose of the establishment of refu- 
gees in productive work in Greece were to be forthwith placed 
at the disposal of the Commission. Originally the Protocol 
provided that the Greek government was to raise a loan or 
loans to the amount of not less than three million and not 
more than six million English pounds, of which one million 
at least was to be, subscribed by Greek banks or financial 
groups. By the amendment of the Protocol in 1924, the maxi- 
mum of the loans to be raised was increased to £10,000,000, 
of which one-fourth was to be subscribed by Greek banks or 
financial groups. The whole proceeds of the loans were to be 
placed directly under the disposal of the Commission. 

The service of the loans was to be assured by the Inter- 
national Financial Commission established in Greece since 
1898, from certain revenues or surplus revenues which were 
to be assigned to or held by that Commission. It also was 
to be a first charge upon the property and income of the 
Refugees Settlement Commission. The Greek government un- 
dertook not to create any charges on its revenues by way of 
security for any loans not intended for productive purposes 
or for carrying out its obligations under the Treaties of Peace. 
For such cases the Greek government could create a charge 
of inferior rank upon the revenues or surplus revenues as- 
signed to the Refugee Loan. As regards other revenues, the 
Greek government was to create no charges, unless the Inter- 
national Financial Commission should recognize that the yield 
of the revenues assigned to the Refugee Loan was not en- 
dangered thereby. The government also undertook to secure as 
soon as possible an equilibrium between the ordinary receipts 
and the expenses of the state, 

i« These revenues were the following: (1) the monopohes of New Greece, 
i,6., salt, matches, cards, and cigarette paper; (2) the customs receipts re- 
ceived at the customs of Canea, Candia, Samos, Chios, Mitylen^ and Syra; 
(3) the tobacco duty iu New Greece; (4) the stamp duty in New Greece; 
(6) the duty on alcohol in the whole of Greece; and (6) any surplus of the 
revenues already assigned to the Financial Commission, subject always to 
eiosting charges on such revenues. 
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The Refugees Settlement Commission was to be exempt 
from all taxes and charges in respect of all its operations and 
property. The government was to pay to the Commission 
each year the total sum at which the occupiers of lands held 
by the Commission were assessed for taxation, until the loans 
raised for the settlement of refugees should be completely 
refunded. The reimbursement of advances made to refugees 
by the Commission was to have priority over taxation or any 
other claim. 

The Greek government undertook to facilitate any in- 
quiries which the Council of the League might direct into 
the activities of the Commission, and to give effect to the de- 
cisions of the Council so far as they required action by the 
Greek government. The obligations of the government under 
the Protocol were to cease as soon as the Refugees Settlement 
Commission should have been dissolved and the loans should 
have been repaid in full. The interpretation of the Protocol 
belonged to the Council. The English text (the French also 
being original) was considered the authentic text. The Pro- 
tocol was to enter into effect on the deposit of the ratification 
by the Greek government. 

§ 402. Organic Statutes of the Refugees Settlement Com- 
mission. The Organic Statutes of the Greek Refugees Settle- 
ment Commission, consisting of twenty-three articles, were 
signed on September 29 by the representative of Greece.^’ 
The Commission was to be established in Greece as a legal 
person, competent to sue and to be sued in its own name, to 
hold and alienate property of all kinds, and, in general, to 
perform any acts which could be performed by a corporation 
possessing full legal personality under the law of Greece. 

The Commission was to enter upon its functions as soon 
as its members were appointed. These were four: two ap- 
pointed by the Greek government with the approval of the 
Council of the League; one appointed by the Council; and 
the fourth member, the Chairman, who was to be a national 

i^See text, League of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1923, pp. 
1508-10. 
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of the United States of America and a person representative 
of relief organizations, appointed in such method as the Coun- 
cil should from time to time determine. The last two members 
were to enjoy diplomatic privileges and immunities in Greece. 
These members could only be replaced by the Council, whereas 
the Greek government could replace the members appointed 
by it with the consent of the Council. The salaries of the two 
members appointed by the Greek government were to be 
fi-xed by that government; those of the two others were to be 
fixed by the Council. These salaries were to be paid out of 
the funds of the Commission, but the Greek government was 
to refund to the Commission the amount of the two salaries 
fixed by the Council. 

Any vacancy in the Commission not filled by the compe- 
tent authorities could be filled by the Council until such time 
as the competent appointing authority should act. In the 
event of temporary absence, the absent member should desig- 
nate a substitute who should have the right to vote, failing 
which the Chairman had power to designate such a substi- 
tute. In the absence of the Chairman, the chair should be 
taken by the member appointed by the Council. The presence 
of three members or their substitutes, including always the 
two members not appointed by the Greek government, was 
necessary to form a quorum and validate decisions of the 
Commission. 

The Commission was to take decisions by a majority vote 
of the members present at the meeting, the Chairman having 
a second vote in case of equal division of votes. The Commis- 
sion was to establish its own rules of procedure. The Chair- 
man was to sign aU documents and be responsible for the 
execution of the decisions of the Commission. The neces- 
sary personnel for the discharge of its functions should be 
appointed by the Commission. All expenses of the Commission 
were to be paid out of the funds at its disposal or out of its 
income. 

The functions of the Commission were, by means of the 
lands aligned to it, the funds at its disposal, and its own 
income, to promote the establishment of refugees in produc- 



THE GREEK REFUGEES SETTLEMENT 627 

tive work upon the land or otherwise in Greece. Thus the 
Commission was concerned only with the establishment of 
refugees and not with their relief: this establishment was 
limited to productive work, and it was further limited to 
settlement in Greece. Nevertheless, the Commission, when it 
established suburbs or villages, was authorized to make dis- 
bursements, of a general or social nature (such as hospitals 
or schools) as might scive to promote the flovelopment of 
these settlements and improve the sanitary conditions of the 
population. The lands were to be applied to the settlement 
of refugees as tenants or owners, but they could also be sokl 
to other than refugees, provided the sums raised thereby 
were paid into a special account and applied to the redemption 
of the settlement loans. The Commission should sell land if 
such sale became necessary to meet any deficit in the service 
of the loan. 

Quarterly reports were to be communicated by the Com- 
mission to the Greek government and to the Council of the 
League. The latter should have the right to consider the re- 
ports and to take such action thereon as it might consider 
proper. It could also conduct inquiries into the manner in 
which the Commission was discharging its functions. The 
Council could dissolve the Commission when, in its opinion, 
the latter’s services were no longer required, subject to the 
establishment of arrangements approved by representatives 
of the lenders, until the loans were fully repaid. After the dis- 
solution of the Commission and the repayment of the loans, 
the balance of all assets of the Commission were to become 
the absolute property of the Greek slate. 

The opinion of the Council was to be accepted in the 
event of any difference as to the interpretation of the Stat- 
utes. The English text (the French being original also) was 
the authentic text. The Statutes were to be ratified by the 
Greek government. 

Greece promulgated the Decree-Law of December 17, 1923, 
with a view to the appheatiou of the Protocol and Organic 
Statutes. The Protocol and Organic Statutes were ratified by 
the Greek government on June 7, 1924, The amendments of 
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September 19, 1924, were ratified on December 4, 1924.^® As 
several questions remained to be settled between the Com- 
mission and the Greek government, the Agreement of Janu- 
ary 25, 1925, was signed by them, including certain changes 
in the Decree-Law of 1923. An important provision of this 
Agreement was that creating a Mixed Board, composed of 
representatives of the Ministries of Agriculture and Public 
Welfare, the refugees, and the Settlement Commission, whose 
business was to follow closely the work of colonization, to 
give advice to the Commission, and to serve as a connecting 
body between the government, the refugees, and public 
opinion. 

§ 403. Membership of the Commission. On September 29, 
1923, the Council of the League of Nations appointed Sir 
John Campbell as League member on the Commission for two 
years at a salary of £1000 per annum, and Mr, Henry Morgen- 
thau, on the nomination of tho Near East Relief, as Chairman 
of the Commission for two years, at a salary of £2500 per 
annum. It also approved the appointment of Mr. Etienne 
Delta and Mr, Pericles Argyropoulos, nominated by the Greek 
government, as members of the Commission.^® 

Mr. Morgenthau resigned his post in December, 1924, 
and was temporarily replaced by Dr. Alfred Bonzon, and 
permanently by Mr. Chai'les P. Howland on February 7, 
1925,®® The latter resigned in September, 1926, and was re- 
placed by Mr. Charles B. Eddy as from October 15, 1926,®^ 
Sir John Campbell resigned his position as member of the 
Commission on January 15, 1927. He had held this post for 
more than three years and had formed a valuable element of 
permanence and stability in the work. In his place Sir John 
Hope Simpson was appointed from January 16, 1927.®® Sir 
John had already served in tho Commission as a substitute 
member. I ( -' [ [ 

One of the Greek members, Mr. Argyropoulos, resigned in 

“ League of Nations, Treaty Series, xxx, pp. 413-419. 

“League of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1923, p. 1357. 

“League of Nations, Official Journal, Fobruaiy, 19M, p. 156; April, 1926, 
pp. 437-438, 614, 

« League of Nations, Official Journal, October, 1926, pp. 1237-38. 

s* League of Nations, Official Journal, February, 1927, pp. 140, 168, 173. 
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August, 1924, and was replaced by Mr. Theodore Eusta- 
thopoulos.”® A year later, in August, 1925, both Greek mem- 
bers, Mr, Delta and Mr. Euslathopoulos, resigned, and Mr. 
Alexander Pallis and Mr. Achilles Lambros were appointed 
in their stead on September 10, 1925.^^ 

During the temporary absences of the C’hainnan and the 
member appointed by the Council of the League of Nations, 
Sir Robert Graves, Dr. Alfred Bonzon, Colonel Cunliffe-Owen, 
Dr. Bert Hodge Hill, Mr. Royall Tyler, and Sir John Hope 
Simpson filled their places. The Greek mcmibers were re- 
placed during their absences by Messrs. Miliiades Negreponte, 
J. Damala, and D. Tantalides. 

Mr. Adossidis was appointed Secretary-General of the 
Commission on August 23. 1924. 

§ 404. The organization of the Commission. The Com- 
mission met first at Saloniki on November 11, 1923. It con- 
sidered that it was unnecessary to make an entirely fresh 
start, and that the greater part of the machinery in being 
could be usefully taken over and could continue to be oper- 
ated under the aegis of the Commission, inasmuch as it had 
accomplished a successful work until that time.^* 

Three central departments were thus organized: finan- 
cial, urban, and agricultural. The first was formed of offi- 
cials and accountants lent to the Commission by the National 
Bank of Greece and other personnel engaged by the Commis- 
sion. It had as its function to control and check all financial 
transactions of the Commission. The urban department con- 
cerned itself with the formation of urban settlements for 
refugees. Its personnel was partly loaned by the Ministries of 
Public Welfare and Public Health and partly engaged by the 
Commission. The agricultural department dealt with the set- 
tlement of refugees in agricultural settlements. Its staff was 

*8 League of Nations, Official Journal, Outober, 1924, p. 1848. 

October, 1926, p. 1360. Mr. Pallia resigned his post in the Com- 
mission in October, 1926, and his place was filled temporarily by air. Alex- 
ander Paspati. But Mr. Pallis a little later withdrew his resignation and 
resumed his duties. 

88 See Report of the Refugee Settlement Commission of February 25, 
1924, in Lea^e of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1024, pp. 686-590. See also 
League of F^tions, Greek Refugee Seltlement (Geneva, 1926), pp. O-Il. 
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either appointed by the Commissioii or taken from the Minis- 
try of Agriculture. The latter had already the following serv- 
ices engaged m agricultural settlement: (1) the Section of 
Colonization at the Ministry; (2) the Directorate-General of 
Colonization of Macedonia; (3) the Directorate of Coloni- 
zation of Thrace; and (4) the Colonization Bureaus of Epirus, 
Attica and Boeotia, Etolia and Acarnania, and Crete. 

The Agricultural Colonization Department at the head- 
quarters of the Commission at Athens directed the settlement 
all over Greece. However, in Macedonia there was organized 
a General Directorate of Colonization, with a General Director 
and three Directors for Central, Eastern, and Western Mace- 
donia. These Directors administered fourteen colonization bu- 
reaus. Each of these bureaus was directed by an agricultural 
expert, who supervised the operations of twenty-five agricul- 
tural superintendents (epimelitae) . Each superintendent ad- 
ministered an area which contained approximately 260 refu- 
gee famiUes.®* 

A colonization department was also organized in Western 
Thrace with five bureaus. In other parts of Greece the refu- 
gees were so scattered that no local colonization bureaus were 
organized. These were replaced by the district agricultural 
experts of each prefecture. However, an Inspector of Coloni- 
zation was appointed where a large number of refugees were 
established. He mspected four bureaus and supervised the 
district agriculturists. Each head of a bureau was assisted 
by the necessary staff and an accountant. 

All this organization was ^tablished by the Greek govern- 
ment before the Commission took up its duties. Only slight 
modifications were made by the Commission. To the thirty- 
five government colonization bureaus the Commission added 
two others in Patras and Argos. The personnel were mostly 
government employees. The Commission added to them tech- 
nical experts, engineers, hydraulic everts, and accountants. 
All were of Greek natimiality and many were recruited from 
ainong the refugees, Only three fpreign offloials were employed 
by the Commii^Qn in thb first years of its work. It was ri^tly 
** League trf Natjona, OffUmUmml, Apnl, 1934, p. ssr. ’ 
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thought that "Greece should be left to perform a Greek task, 
not only out of feeling for the country, hut because there was 
confidence in the capacity of Greek officials when well guided.” 

At the time the Commission was performing its task, 
Greece was carrying out a plan of agrarian reform in favor 
of native tenant-farmers. The personnel of the Commission 
conducted the two works. This shows again the wisdom of the 
Commission in using the government staff for the settlement 
work. It eliminated possible conflicts and friction between 
the two tasks and rendered the work of the Commission 
easier through the training and experience of the personnel of 
the administration. 

The Commission also established an Observation Service, 
composed of functionaries directly under its employ, whose 
duty was to follow the working of the existing machinery, 
to inform the Commission of the progress of the work, and 
to point out abuses or suggest improvements of the adminis- 
tration, and, in general, to keep the Commission in contact 
with the actual facts. 

The movement of staff from 1924, when the work of the 
Commission began, to 1930, when the Commission was dis- 
solved, was as follows: 

Employees 


End of 1924 784 

Year 1926 (esnd of) 1822 

1926 1820 

1927 1766 

1928 2042 

1929 (first quarter) 2003 

1930 (beginning of) 1416 


As the dissolution of the Commission was already agreed upon 
in 1929, the strength of the staff diminished rapidly from 
the second quarter of 1929. 

Approximately onc-half of the staff was engaged in the 
services of the Directorate-General of Macedonia, since this 
was the region where the refugees were settled most thickly. 
Out of 2003 employees at the end of the first quarter of 

1929, 1010 formed the strength of the Directorate-General of 
Macedonia, and 398 of the Directorate of Thrace. 

See Twenty-Seventh Quarterly Report of the Commifieion, August 21, 

1930, in League of Nations, Official Joumdlt November, 1080, pp. 1469-80. 
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§ 405. Legal status of the Commission. No precise legal 
definition of the status of the Commission was contained in 
the Protocol for Refugee Settlement and the Organic Stat- 
utes. The Protocol provided (Article I) that the Commission 
was “to possess the constitution, capacity and functions set 
out in the Organic Statutes.” Article II of the Organic Statutes 
provided that the Commission was “established as a legal 
person ... to perform any acts which can be performed by 
a corporation possessing fuU legal personality under the law 
of Greece.” While this indicated that the Commission had 
merely corporate powers under Greek law, Article III of the 
Statutes added: “The Refugee Settlement Commission shall 
not be dependent upon any Greek executive or administrative 
authority, but shall be completely autonomous in the exercise 
of its functions.” Thus the Commission was independent of 
executive or administrative control in Greece, although not of 
legal control. However, the Commission’s actions were subject 
to review by the Council of the League of Nations to which 
the Commission was bound to submit quarterly reports on its 
work. In May, 1925, difficulties arose between the Greek gov- 
ernment and the Commission relating to the procedure under 
which certain Greek officials in the service of the Commission 
had been prosecuted. The government began judicial proceed- 
ings against certain higher officials of the Commission (the 
Director-General of Colonization in Macedonia and two of 
his chief engineers), in which inquiries were undertaken as 
to the profitable or unprofitable nature of the contracts or 
agreements concluded by the Commission. This considerably 
hampered the work of the Commission for some time.®* A 
feeling of unrest was produced among the general body of 
officials engaged in the work of establishing the refugees in 
Macedonia. A question of interpretation of the provisions of 
the Protocol and the Organic Statutes was raised, and the 
mediation of the Council of the League was sought in Sep- 
tember, 1926. The Greek government was obliged to take cer- 
tain measures with the view of securing the progress of the 

^Sey^tb. Quarterly Report of the Conuaisaion, in heague of Nationa, 
Qpbsial Journal, Noyember, 1035, pp. 15f3-78, See on thia, Charles B. Eddy, 
Greece and the Oreeh Refugees, pp. 709. 
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work, and the Commission undertook to present reports to the 
Greek government monthly.®® 

The Decree of December 2, 1925, promulgated by the 
Greek government, provided that no judicial proceedings 
could in future be instituted against persons employed by the 
Commission except at the instance of the Commission or the 
Minister of Justice. The Decree was declared applicable to 
cases in progress, and as a result the criminal charges against 
the three of&cials of the Commission were withdrawn. The 
government at first asked of the Commission not to reinstate 
these officials in their posts in Macedonia; but it did not 
insist on this demand, and the officials resumed their duties.®® 
§ 406. The First Refugee Loan. When the Refugees Set- 
tlement Commission started work in Greece in November, 
1923, the Greek government was at the end of its resources. 
It had spent about 660,000,000 drachmas, or £2,000,000, until 
that time for the establishment of refugees. Through the Na- 
tional Bank it assumed obligations to the amoimt of £100,000 
for the supply of seed, lumber, etc., without any funds to meet 
them, but in confidence that the League would aid to raise 
the refugee loan. The Bank of England had advanced to the 
National Bank of Greece in August, 1923, a sum of £1,000,000 
to be repaid from the loan. But the loan was not immediately 
forthcoming. 

In vain the Greek representative reminded the Council 
at the session of March, 1924, that the assets set aside under 
the Protocol afforded a complete guarantee for the loan.®^ 
Greece was passing then through a series of successive cabinet 
changes, and the Council recognized that the provision of re- 
sources "will be impossible unless pohtioal developments in 
Greece in the immediate future are such as to offer a prospect 
of order and economic stability and the consequent improve- 
ment in the foreign credit of Ihe country." The Sub-Commit- 
tee of the Council of the League on the Greek Refugees was 
authorized "to take such decisions in relation to the settle- 
ment scheme” as it might consider useful.®® 

X^eague of Nationa, Official Journal. October, 1026, p. 1360. 

‘oibia., February, 1026, p. 2^i Apiil, 1026, p. 664, 

■’■League of Nations, Offit/Ml Jovmat, April, 1024, p. 500. 

p. 610. 
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In May, 1924, a second advance of £1,000,000 was made by 
the Bank of England to the National Bank of Greece, on the 
understandmg that the settlement work under the Protocol 
would be continued. At this time the Sub-Committee of the 
Council of the League on the Greek Refugees met at London 
and decided to continue the work of the Refugees Settlement 
Commission.®* 

In September of the same year®* the Chairman of the 
Commission, Mr. Morgenthau, appeared before the Council 
of the League, and made an address which may be considered 
a guarded expression of impatience that the Council was not 
proceeding with due speed m the matter of the Greek loan. 
He declared that in order to stabihze Greece and to take care 
of all the refugees a sum of £10,000,000 was needed, of which 
Greece was prepared to supply one-fourth. He believed that 
the security given was ample and proper, and that the Greek 
government was stable. He asked the Council to investigate 
the situation through the Financial Committee of the League 
and to put its stamp of approval on the desire of Greece to 
raise the loan of £10,000,000. 

The amendments to the Refugees Settlement Protocol of 
1923, adopted in September, 1924, authorized the issue of a 
loan up to £10,000,000. The Sub-Committee of the Council of 
the League found from estimates given it from an authorized 
source that the revenues assigned by the Greek government 
had a yield of 700,000,000 drachmas per year, and that the 
land which was to constitute a guarantee for the loan repre- 
sented a value of about £10,000,000. 

Encouraged by the support of the League, the Greek 
government entered into negotiations in London for the float- 
ing of the loan. These resulted in the signature of contracts 
in December, 1924, with Hambros Bank, Limited, in London, 
Speyer <fe Co.'s Bank of New York, wxd the National Bank of 
Greece. These contracts provided for the issue of a seven per 
cent loan of £12,300,000, face amount, of which £7,500,000 
were to be issued in London, £2,600,000 at Athens and ^,300,- 

wLejwue of Nations, Ofikial JowndL Julyi ISIM, pp, Sll'.eiS. 
s* League of Natioiae, Ogdsual Journal, October, 16^ gp., ]La0^18O2. 
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000 (in dollars) in New York. The issue took place at the rate 
of 88. Deducting, however, the British stamp duty of 2 % 
and the expenses of issue and commission of Banks of 5%, the 
net produce was 81 per cent. Thus the nominal interest of 7% 
rose finally to 8.71%. This is a tragi-comic commentary on 
the high-sounding discussion of the Refugee Loan as a hu- 
manitarian and philanthropic work! *''' Greece could probably 
have raised such a loan without the intervention of the 
League. A loan bearing such interest naturally proved en- 
tirely successful, the sum required of the public being cov- 
ered five and a half times at Athens and nearly twenty times 
in London, and entirely subscribed by Speyer & Co. in New 
York. The net proceeds of tlie loan were £9)970,016 6 s. 9 d. 

At the session of the Council of the League in September, 
1925, the chairman of the Refugees Settlement Commission 
reported that the assigned revenues for the service of all 
Greek foreign loans controlled by the International Financial 
Commission, which handles the service of the Greek foreign 
debt, amounted to more than double the amount necessary 
for the service of these loans.*® In the year 1926 the revenues 
assigned to the Refugee Loan yielded more than six times 
the sum required for interest and ordinary redemption.*'^ In 
1927 the yield of the revenues exceeded by more than eleven 
times the sum required for interest and redemption.*® The 
annuities paid by the refugees on the price of lands ceded to 
them were devoted to an ‘extraordinary amortization' of the 
loan. For this indefinite amount a fixed sum of £60,000 was 
substituted in 1930, as is seen in another place.*® This amor- 
tization, added to the ordinary redemption of %%, will have 
the result that the loan will be paid in 30 years instead of 
in 40. The annual service of the loan thus approaches 10%. 
It is indeed remarkable that a loan intended to help the pro- 

s® See A. Andreades et al , ies ejeta honomimes eC aoaiam de la guerre 
en Otioe (Publications de la Dotation Camegte), p. 101. 

»* League of Nations, OShdal Journal, October, 1925, pp. 1359-60. 

Thirteenth Quarterly Report of the Commission, m League of Nations, 
Official Journal, April, 1927, p. 620 The sum required for interert and re- 
demption being 369,688,162 drachmas, the assigned revenues yielded 2,148,- 
332,004 diaohmas. 

League of Nations, Offiaml Journal, Apnl, 1928, p. 482. 

See in/ra, § 431 in ffine. 
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ductive and mainly agricultural work of the refugees should 
be charged with an annual service of 10%. 

§ 407. The Second Refugee Loan. By the middle of 1926 
the Commission had settled in Greece 622,865 refugees, of 
whom 650,636 were rural and 72,230 urban. The work was 
not yet finished. The following further expenditure was 
deemed necessary: 


A. For the extension of existing settlement . . ._ £2,200,000 

B. For the settlement of 8,000 now rural families 800,000 

C. For " “ “ 20,000 “ uiban “ 2,000,000 


The existing settlements needed improvement and fur- 
ther equipment if they were to become really productive. 
Dwellings left by Moslems or Bulgarians and occupied by 
refugees were in a state of dilapidation; settlers in mountain- 
ous districts needed herds and flocks, as the tilling of the bar- 
ren soil did not afford to these people a livelihood; marshes 
in the neighborhood of refugee villages should be dramed to 
safeguard the settlers from malaria; a land register should 
be drawn up for the final distribution of the lands to refu- 
gees. New rural families could not be settled without finding 
new land. Already there was a great shortage of land. The av- 
erage holding of a refugee family did not exceed 3^ hectares, 
or 8 2/3 acres, of botii cultivable and non-cultivable land. 
Certain refugee families continued living in crowded and de- 
plorable conditions in towns. 

The suggestion that a new loan be granted for the comple- 
tion of the work of die Commission was advanced both by the 
Greek government and the Refugee Settlement Commission 
to the Financial Committee of the League and to the Council 
in June, 1926.^° As a change of government had taken place 
in Greece, consideration of the future of the settlement work 
was postponed until later.*^ The Financial Committee of the 
League was not disposed to consider the possibility of a sec- 
ond refugqe loan until full information on the financial situa- 
twn of Greece could be obtained, and in March, X927, 

of N&tiotia Ofitsial towml, July, 1926, pp. 866, 920, 924-927. 

Ootober, 1^, pp. 1237-38, 1M6, 
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requested the Secretariat of the League to collect as full in- 
formation as possible.** 

Mr. Avenol of the Secretariat, on behalf of the Financial 
Committee, went to Greece and collected the essential facts on 
the spot, with the assistance of the Greek government. A de- 
tailed and precise report was prepared by him. The Financial 
Committee, accepting the view of the Greek government that 
the work of completing the refugee settlement was bound 
up with the reform of the finances of the Greek Republic, 
advised that a loan of £9,000,000 was necessary. For the urgent 
work of refugee settlement £3,000,000 was considered suffi- 
cient. The budget of recent years had left deficits, and the 
arrears due in 1927 amounted to about £3,000,000. For the 
stabilization of the drachma on a gold exchange basis and the 
strengthening of the National Bank of Greece, it was felt that 
another £3,000,000 was needed.*® 

A scheme for currency and banking reforms in Greece 
had to be drawn up before the Council would give its final 
approval to the issue of the proposed loan. This scheme was 
proposed and approved by the Council at its session of Sep- 
tember, 1927.** The Protocol embodying this scheme was 
signed by the Greek government on September 16, 1927. 

As this loan was to be guaranteed by certain revenues as- 
signed to its service, provision was made that the International 
Financial Commission at Atiiens should continue to control 
the surplus revenues and apply them to the service of the 
new loan. The consent of the three governments represented 
on this Commission (British, French and Italian) was re- 
quired for this purpose, and a draft declaration for signature 
by these governments was appended to the Protocol, as on 
the occasion of the first Refugee Loan of 1924. AU kinds of 
concessions were extracted from Greece for signing this 
declaration and making possible the issuance of the loan. 
Among others, the Greek government had to put aside from 
the loan 160,000,000 drachmas in order to pay in gold for large 
rural estates of English, French, and Italian proprietors, whi^ 

League ol Nations, Official Journal, April, 1927, pp. 383, 510. 

Ibid., July, 1927, pp. 796, 921-922, 926. 

**Ibid, pp. 1134-36, 1302-03, 1306-08, 
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were expropriated, like those of Greek proprietors, under the 
Agrarian Reform Law. These foreigners were thus paid four- 
teen times the price paid to Greek proprietors. Moreover, the 
French government refused to give its consent until the 
accounts between Greece and France wore settled. Very labori- 
ous negotiations had then to be carried on, which terminated 
December 8, 1927, when the French, British, and Italian rep- 
resentatives signed at Geneva the above declaration.^® 

Thus the way was open for the issue of the Stabilization 
Loan. This was issued at London and New York, in accord- 
ance with contracts signed on January 30, 1928, with Hambros 
Bank, Limited, and Erlangers, and Speyer & Co., the National 
City Bank of New York and the National City Company of 
New York respectively. The loan was over-subscribed many 
times with great rapidity. Under the above two agreements 
the net yield of the loans issued in London and New York 
amounted to £6,500,000. A further loan of £2,500,000 ($12,- 
167,000) was granted to Greece by the American government 
under the terms of the settlement of the Greek war debt to 
the United States. 

The loan of the American government was granted at par 
at 4 per cent interest, and was to be repaid in twenty years in 
half-yearly instalments. The loan of £6,500,000 was issued at 
86 per cent at 6 per cent interest and was redeemable in 
forty years.'*'^ The whole of the American loan of £2,500,000 
was turned over to the Refugee Settlement Commission for 
its work of settlement- This loan at par and at 4 per cent could 
indeed properly be considered a refugee settlement loan, and 
the moderation of its terms serves only to enhance the enor- 
mity of the interest on the first international Refugee Loan. 
The sum of £500,000 only was paid to the Commission from 
the loan of £6,600,000, thus maJdng a total of £3,000,000 for 

League of Nations, OMml iowmal, February, 1928, pj(. 167-168, 242. 

'^^The loan was issued at 91, but ita net produce 86, the difference 
of S ijomds being caused by the British stamp duty of 2% and the h« .pk 
conuuisriou, etc., of S%. The nominal yaluo of the loan md)soribed thro^^ 
the Banks was £7,500,000. 

♦TTlie resd interest amounted to 7.06%/ whidb is an imprhvemmit bver 
the 8.71% real Interest of the loan of 1924, ' 



THE GREEK REFUGEES SETTLEMENT 639 

the settlement work, in accordance with the Protocol of Sep- 
tember 15, 1927.^® 

The loan of the United States government did not be- 
come available until May, 1929.*® The sura of £500,000 turned 
over to the Commission in the spring of 1928 could not enable 
the Commission to continue its work further than September, 
1928. For this reason the President of the Financial Commit- 
tee of the League, in accordance with article VII, paragraph 1 
of the Protocol of 1927, authorked an advance of £500,000 
from the unused proceeds of the 1928 Stabilization Loan at 
the rate of £100,000 per month from October 1, 1928. A fur- 
ther sum of £500,000 from the same source was promised as 
soon as required. Thus the Commission was able to distribute 
among its services supplementary credits for the execution 
of its programme.®® 

§ 408. Settlement programme of the Commission. No 
general settlement plan was drawn up by the Commission. 
The general lines, however, of the settlement scheme proposed 
by the High Commissioner, Dr, Nansen, and the Greek gov- 
ernment were approved and followed by the Commission. The 
Greek government had promised to assign to the Commission 
an area of land unencumbered and suitable for the settlement 
of refugees of not less than 500,000 hectares, or 1,235,500 
acres. On this land the Commission was to settle refugees 
on a self-supporting basis; it w'as also to furnish productive 
work to other refugees who could not be settled on the land. 

When the Commission assembled for the first time in 
Saloniki in November, 1923, it found a situation which could 
not be altered, and a beginning of the settlement of the refu- 
gees which it was wise to continue rather than to upset,**^ 
Thus, the great bulk of the refugees were to be settled in 
Macedonia, because this was the part of Greece with the great- 

“ League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1928, pp. 878, 4fl3, 494496. 

The United States Congress adjourned in May, 1928, mtliout oonsanting 
to ratification of the Agreement mth Greece. It met again in Ueoember, 
i928, and gave its consent in January, 1929. 

'“League of Nations, Offidal Journal, July, 1928, pp, 919-920, 1030-81, 
1044-48, 

SI On the settlement work carried out by the Greek government, see 
Hadjopoulos, Dia FMahtKngsfrage in QriechtmJand (Athenr^ 1929>; also 
Protonotarios, The Rejugee Problem (m Greek) (Athens, 1929), pp. 69 ff. 
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est potentialities for settlement purposes. The largest part of 
the Moslems to leave Greece under the Convention of Lau- 
sanne came from Macedonia. There were large areas of un- 
cultivated but arable land, and, if certain important irrigation 
work could be carried out, a vast and fertile area could be 
made available for refugee settlement. Moreover, work for 
the installation of the urban population had already begun. 
Contracts had been passed for the construction of buildings 
and materials had been ordered. In fact, this beginning of the 
settlement of the refugees had been accomplished with much 
success, and the Commission found that the Greek govern- 
ment and the Greek people had '‘grappled with this colossal 
problem in a manner worthy of the highest praise.” Of the 
120,000 agricultural refugee families included in the estimates 
at the end of 1923, 72,681 families had been settled provi- 
sionally by the Greek government on agrarian holdings. Of 
these 66,920 were in Macedonia and 5661 in old Greece. In 
addition, there were 12,000 families accommodated in Mos- 
lem houses in Western Thrace. The government had also built 
5023 houses and used 50,000 houses belonging to exchangeable 
Turks from Macedonia. 

Consequently, the Commission decided to assume respon- 
sibility for the continuation of the work begun. As it was 
handicapped by the lack of the whole amount of funds pro- 
vided for in the Protocol, it could not work out a general 
scheme. With £160,000 placed at its disposal by the National 
Bank of Greece, it assumed responsibility for the payment 
for materials already ordered by the Gredc government. It 
had at its further disposal until the loan should he contracted 
only £1,000,000 advanced by the Bank of England in Septem- 
ber, 1923. Two possible alternatives were before the Commis- 
sion for the allocation of this sum: either to fully equip and 
settle a small number of refugees, who would then be able 
to stand on their feet without any further help ; or to spread 
the available funds among a large number of refugees, which 
would permit them a partial settlement and a starting in 

Report irf tha Coramiasloii, iu League of Nations, 
OpwlTownaL Ap^, 1924 P< 690- Ses also statement by Mr. Howland before 
the goUiunl of the League, tW., October, 1926, p. 1359 
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productive work. The second alternative was chosen. This naay 
theoretically appear to have been not a happy choice, as a 
partial settlement was no settlement and consequently uneco- 
nomical; but it probably was the only practical choice under 
the circumstances.®® 

In May, 1924, the Bank of England advanced a second 
million English pounds to the Refugee Commission. The Na- 
tional Bank of Greece also made further advances, which at 
the end of 1924 reached the sum of £1,700,000. These ad- 
vances helped to maintain the work of settlement uninter- 
rupted. Thus 62,683 rural families were settled during 1924 
by the Commission. Also 11,359 houses were built, and ani- 
mals, seed, carts, and ploughs were distributed.®^ 

The first instalment of the loan of £10,000,000 concluded in 
December, 1924, in London was placed at the disposal of the 
Commission in January, 1925. From that time the Commission 
was able to draw up the programme of its work. The balance 
of the loan, amounting to £6,274,543, after the repayment of 
the advances by the Bank of England and the National Bank 
of Greece to the amount of £3,700,000, was allocated as fol- 
lows: £800,000 was kept as a reserve fund; a sum of £1,380,000 
was devoted to the urban settlement; the remainder was ap- 
propriated for agricultural settlements. In its main lines, the 
work of agricultural settlement followed the practice of the 
preceding years, with the aim of establishing rural families 
on a definitive and self-supporting basis on land assigned by 
the Commission, with the necessary agricultural implements, 
cattle, and seed. 

Urban colonization presented greater difficulties. Until the 
end of 1924, the Commission was “forced to devote its re- 
sources to completing work already begun and in many cases 
proceeded with to a considerable extent (districts in Athens, 
Piraeus, Eleusis, Volo, and Edessa) under the •pressure of 
urgent needs in the early days of the influx.” ®® Much of 

»8 Fifth Quarteily Repoit, February 25, 1926, in League of Nations, Official 
Jovmal, April, 1926, p. 604. 

s* League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1926, p. 604 

s'See Fifth Quarterb^ Report of the Commission, in League of Nations, 
Official Journal, April, 1926, p. 611. 
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this work had been carried out by the Refugee Relief Fund, 
a Greek organization. With the resources of the loan at its 
disposal, the Commission considered the whole problem of 
settling urban refugees. 

It first decided to undertake no constructional work in the 
large centres: Athens, Piraeus, Saloniki, and Patras. These 
cities had already absorbed large masses of refugees, and it 
was feared that further concentration there would be fraught 
with economic and social dangers for Greece. Moreover, it was 
deemed wise to coordinate the work of urban and agricultural 
settlement, since it had been noted that the creation of new 
agricultural settlements in a certain region had the effect of 
increasing the capacity of absorption of towns in that region.®® 

The urban settlement included the construction of new 
quarters; the improvement of existing quarters by providing 
them with public services and carrying out works of general 
utility; the leasing of houses and shops to refugees; and the 
granting of facilities of payment to refugees who wished to 
become owners of houses and shops occupied by them.®’' At 
the same time it was decided to make a certain number of 
professional grants, intended to help artisans and small shop- 
keepers living among the agrieultural groups, as well as fisher- 
men settled by the Commission at different points on the 
coast to carry on their trade. 

By the end of 1926 the main work of agricultural settle- 
ment was completed. This is considered in detail below. The 
following years were devoted by the Commission not to the 
creation of new colonies or to the settlement of additional 
families, but to the strengthening of existing settlements. 
Thus the Commission filled “the gap between the amount 
actually expended for each family and the amount which nor- 
mally ^ould have been expended.” ®® 

Article VI of the Protocol of 1927 provided that one-third 
of the yield of the Stabilization Loan, or three million pounds 
sterling, was to be employed for lie settlement of Greek 


pp. 5U-SI2. 
wibid., p. 612. 

Twen^First Quarterly Eeport of 
Nfkiioas, Offioiol Jovnal, April, 1039, p. 5. 


the Commission, in League of 
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refugees. Besides the purposes described in the Protocol of 
1923-24 and Statutes, the Refugee Settlement Commission 
could employ this loan for other purposes connected with 
promoting the establishment of refugees in productive work, 
subject to approval by the Council of the League on the pro- 
posal of the Commission. 

The Council in March, 1928, soon after the loan became 
available, on the proposal of the Commission and after agree- 
ment with the Greek government, gave authority for the sums 
of £150,000, £100,000, and £29,000 to be allocated respectively 
to the construction of certain roads and bridges in Macedonia, 
the promotion of the domestic carpet industry, and village arts 
and crafts among refugees.®® 

The fact that the whole credit of three miUions was not 
available from the beginning of 1928 prevented the Commis- 
sion from embarking upon the execution of its programme. 
Work was generally slowed down, while the organization of 
the Commission was kept at full strength, occasioning heavy 
administrative expenses.®® 

§ 409. Number of refugees. One of the most difficult ques- 
tions with which the Commission had to cope was the lack 
of precise statistics on the number of refugees whose settle- 
ment it had to undertake. This was due "in particular, to the 
fact that waves of refugees have flooded the country from 
time to time without passing through the hands of the official 
organizations, have dispersed to different parts of the country 
and since then have frequently moved from one place to an- 
other.” ®^ All provisional figures were constantly upset by the 
influx of new refugees. 

A first census of the refugees was made in April, 1923, 
before the Commission began its work in Greece. Their num- 
ber was estimated to be 847,931. Subsequently refugees con- 
tinued to pour into Greece from Turkey, Bulgaria, and Rusaa, 
and as the refugees, especially hi the cities, were absorbed 
among the natives, no definite figure could be found. The 

League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1928, pp. 373, 468. 

January, 1020, p. 108. , _ » « .. 

w Eighth Quarteily Report of the Commission in League of Nations, 
Official Journal, February, 1926, p. 324. 
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real strength of the refugee population was only found at 
the general census of the population in Greece on May 15, 
1928. The refugees were found to number 1,221,849 souls, of 
whom 1,069,957 swarmed into Greece after the disaster in Asia 
Minor, and 151,892 sought refuge in Greece at various times 
after the Balkan Wars and before the evacuation of Asia 
Minor by the Greek army."^ 

According to their place of origin the refugees were classi- 
fied as follows: ®® 


From Ttrrkey: 

Ada Minor 626,054 

Eastern Thrace 256,635 

Pontus 182,169 

Constantinople 38,458 


From Bulgaria 

From Rraaia: 

Caucasus 47,091 

Other parts of Russia 11,435 


From other countries: 

Albania 2,186 

Serbia 5,260 

Dodecanesus 661 

Other countries 2,083 


1,104,216 

40,027 

58,526 


10,080 

1,221,840 


Not all these refugees were cared for by the Commission. 
A part of them were able to settle themselves in Greece be- 
fore the Commission began ite work. Another part came to 
Greece with sufficient resources to take care of themselves 
and not to depend on the advances of the Commission. A last 
part, perhaps 50,000, left the country again, some of them 
being Armenians and going to Soviet Armenia, and some 
Greeks leaving to rejoin families in Greek foreign colonies in 
Egypt, PVance, and the United States. 

By the end of 1925 the Commission had installed on land 

«* Mr. Charles B. Eddy believes that the figure of 1,221,849 seems for 
nuuy reasons an understatement and that the figure of 1,300,000 is nearer the 
l^tb. See Greece and ihe Greek Refitgees, pp, 62, 248. Tins number represents 
the refugees found in Greece in 1928 and does not take account of the deaths 
and emigrations^ from Greece between 1922 and 1928. 

»• A. A. Fcdlis, Colleeiian of Statistioe conttemirng the Eaxhange of Pow/^ 
Solum (m Greek) (Athens, 1929), p. 4. Mr. Palhs was a member Of the 
Refugee Settlement Commisdon. 
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granted by the Greek government 147,333 rural families, or 
560,636 persons, as follows: 


In Macedonia 116,391 families or 429,990 persons 

In Thrace 16,^4 " “ 65,915 " 

In other legions 14,668 “ “ 54,730 " 


In the following years these numbers were continuously 
changing. Many families loft the country for urban centres, 
either because they did not belong to the agricultural class or 
could not adapt themselves to country life, or because they 
preferred to enroll themselves among the urban settlers and 
take advantage of the indemnity granted them by the state. 
Thus on December 1, 1927, the families settled in rural sec- 
tions were as follows: 


In Macedonia 112,111 families 

In Thrace 16,767 “ 

In other provinces 14,144 " 

Total 143,012 families or 651,468 persons 


On the other hand, the urban population settled by the 
Commission in the refugee quarters of the suburbs of Athens, 
Piraeus, and of some twenty urban centres in Macedonia and 
Thrace numbered 72,230 persons. 

Thus the total number of refugees cared for by the Com- 
mission by the end of 1927 reached 623,698 persons, or nearly 
one-half of the total number of 1,221,849 refugees in Greece. 
Account must be taken al§o of a total of 2167 families or 8688 
persons settled by the Greek state, independently of the Com- 
mission, before December 31, 1928, in Old Greece, Epirus, and 
the Islands. At that time a minimum of 8000 agricultural 
families and 20,000 urban families were in need of settlement. 
In the meantime, of course, great numbers of refugees had 
been established, either by their own efforts or with the assis- 
tance of the Government. These included upwards of 200,000 
necessitous urban refugees, who, as they could not be settled 
on an immediately productive basis, remained outside the 
province of the Commission. 

§ 410. Classes and characteristics of refugees. The refu- 
gees were people of different classes. Most of them, perhaps, 
came from small or large towns on the coast or the interior of 
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Thrace and Asia Minorj and represented such occupations and 
professions as commerce, industry and banking, retail trading, 
shipbuilding, teaching, medicine, law, journalism, etc. With 
these were many artisans and craftsmen and workers of all 
categories. The remainder were cultivators, shepherds, and 
fishermen.®^ 

The urban element probably outnumbered the rural.®® 
However, on their arrival the refugees were settled by the gov- 
ernment according to the necessities of shelter, sometimes 
without due attention to their class. Thus some agriculturists 
swelled the ranks of urban refugees in the towns, while many 
urban refugees were sent to villages to till the soil. As pro- 
ductive employment in the towns was scarce, many town refu- 
gees had to be settled in rural settlements. 

With regard to the characteristics and traits of the refu- 
gees coming from various regions, this extract from the Greek 
Refugee Settlement ®® is worth quoting: 


Among these brothers by race, there is a complete identity of 
feeling, aspirations, and national and religious traditions, but, hav- 
ing lived in different countries and districts, they differ in character, 
temperament, and mentality and show striking individuality. 

Among those of a certain degree of education and among the 
townspeople in general, these differences frequently become blurred 
or even disappear. Among men fashioned in the same mould by 
town life or frequent travel, which in the long run efface marks of 
their origin, contrasts appear less striking than among the inhabi- 
tants of the countryside. 

Among the Greeks of Asia Minor, for example, there are some 
who, having lived more immediately beneath tte yoke in distant 
provinces of the interior and in the midst of Turks and Kurds, have 
the characteristics of Asiatic peoples. They arc backward, submis- 
sive, and timid. Some of them have adopted the language of the 
conquerors and speak Turkish. 

Others, like the Cappadocians, coming from the very heaaft of 
Anatolia, represent a serious and reflective type, hard-working and 
energetic, enterprising and practical. 


Greek Refugee Seitletnent, pp, 13-16. 

W7lwa.,p.l6. 

pp. ^0-22. 
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Others again, like the Greeks of the coast or from the valley of 
the Lower Meander, are true lonians in their individualism, their 
gaiety, energy, suppleness of mind, their adaptability, their great 
powers of assimilation, their love of change, their talkativeness and 
their carping spirit. 

Elsewhere we find in the same district (Greeks from Oilieiiv and 
the Propontis) the Anatolian type and the southern type together. 

Entering the Pontus, a district with its own individual note, 
we find, according as we go east or west, towards the coast or into 
the interior, the most dissimilar specimens, from the rough, heavy, 
and dull-witted type to the subtlest of Greeks. 

The mountainous provinces and the high plateaux of the Pontits 
breed a race of men of austere morals, who have retained all the 
combative ardour and the warlike virtues of their ancestor, the 
mediaeval hero, Digenis Acritas. The women are pleasing, gifted 
with courage and vigour, and work even harder in the fields than 
in their homes. 

The Pontians of these parts are regarded as the truest of the 
Hellenes. Their imposing height, the pinity of their features and 
language, give proof of their descent. They speak a Greek rich in 
vowel sounds, while classical expressions and Homeric phrases are 
common in their speech. 

The refugees from the Caucasus are closely related to them, 
but display different characteristics. The descendants of Pontians 
who emigrated into the Russian Caucasus during the 19th century, 
they are of two quite different origins. Those from the Kars district 
are industrious, energetic, and supple-minded; the rest come from 
the Chaka area (Tiflis) and are less civilized than the others. 

The Thracian peasant, shepherd or farmer is a quiet, reflective 
man, alow and serious and of regular habits; he gives that impres- 
sion of stability and solid strength which is typical of those at- 
tached to the soil. He reasons sedately and coolly, chewing his ideas 
slowly. Hard-working and of great endurance and tenacity, he is 
thrifty and takes thought for the morrow. He forms a conservative 
and somewhat stolid element, living under an almost patriarchal 
regime. 

His brother from Bulgaria also represents the true peasant type, 
who lives by the soil and for the soil. His chief qualities are initiative, 
power of assimilation, devotion to work, energy, and capacity to 
save; ho is more developed than the Thracian of Eastern Thrace. He 
constitutes a progressive factor and a rurabelement of the first class. 
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§411. The land for refugee settlement. The area of 
500,000 hectares to be assigned by the Greek government to 
the Commission was of three categories: (a) land belonging 
to the state; (6) land vacated by Turks subject to exchange 
under the Con.'ven.tion of Lausanne; and (c) land which was 
to be expropriated by the Greek government by virtue of the 
agrarian, reform laws. The total area of lands of the first cate- 
gory that the (Greek government was in a position to assign 
to the Commission by the end of 1923 did not exceed 50,000 
hectares. Lands to be vacated by Moslems were probably of a 
total area of 350,000 hectares. The balance of 100,000 hectares 
was to be obtained from a vigorous application of the agrarian 
laws and a speedy expropriation of large rural properties. 

The Agiarian Reform Law, passed on October 3, 1924, 
adopted this vigorous system. As a rule, owners of large es- 
tates subject to expropriation were permitted to retain 30 
hectares, the remainder being distributed to native tenants 
and to refugees. By the end of 1924 the land assigned to 
the Commission lor the settlement of refugees was as follows: 

Total aiea granted Cultivable land 


Macedonia 420,000 hectares 241,467 hectares 

Thmoe 10,000 " 10,000 " 


Old Greece, Epirus, and the Islands . . . 49,487 " 33,542 “ 

479,487 284,999 

There was an increasing shortage of land, which sometimes 
led to trouble between native cultivators and refugees, or be- 
tween several groups of refugees desirous of obtaining the 
same land. 

With the progressive apphcation of expropriation under 
the Agrarian Reform Law, the area of cultivable land placed 
at the disposal of the Commission increased. At the end of 
1925 this area reached 448,486 hectares, and at the end of 
1927 the figures were as foliowB: 


Macedonia 

Cultivable land, 
hectares 

Non-oultivable, 

hectares 

Total 

888,760 

277,363 

616,112 

Thmc6 


65,090 

181,261 

Othear ifforauses ... 


21,127 

66,210 

Total - 


318,570 

812,6^ 


“heague of OjJtcwl Journal, 1926, pp, 609-610, 
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Lastly, the final statistics in the summer of 1929 showed the 
total area of land ceded to the Commission for settlement pur- 
poses as: 

Cultivable land, No'n-eultivable, 

heclaies hectares Total 

625,741 335,268 861,010 

The Decree-Law of May 16, 1926, transferred to the Com- 
mission the legal title in the lands assigned to it, of which it 
had until then only the possession. 

The value of the rural property assigned by the Greek gov- 
ernment to the Commission was estimated by the former, on 
the basis of the market price — ^that is, the average sellmg price 
of small estates — of at least 2000 drachmas per siremma, of 
a total of about 10,516,000,000 drachmas or about £30,000,000. 
This amount, of course, could never be realized at an actual 
sale of the land by the creditors, and the figure must be taken 
with a grain of salt. The Commission did not seU the lai*i to 
refugees at the market price, but rather nearer the rate fixed 
by the Assessment Committees which applied the agrarian 
reform laws. As will be seen below, this rate was fixed at 400 
drachmas per stremma by the Agreement of March 27, 1930, 
between the government and the Conmiission.®® At this price 
the value of 525,741 hectares of cultivated land made over to 
the Commission was 2,102,964,000 drachmas or (at 360 drach- 
mas to the pound) about £6,000,000. 

The urban property made over to the Commission in- 
cluded the land for the erection of urban houses and the 
houses erected by the Public Relief Fund, a state department. 
Taking as a basis the price at which the Commission sold this 
property to the refugees, the total value of this property was 
about 141,706,440 drachmas, or £404,875, at the rate of 350 
drachmas to the pound. 

For some time the Greek government contemplated the 
possibility of creating a Refugees Bank, to which buildings 
of exchangeable Moslems and land not transferred to the 
Refugee Settlement Commission was to be transferred. This 
project was abandoned. Instead, by a convention with the 

«®See infra, §430 
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National Bank of Greece, concluded on May 6, 1925, the Greek 
state transferred to the Bank all its rights over urban real 
property belonging to exchangeable Moslems, as well as over 
all agricultural properties which were not legally surrendered 
for colonization purposes, including the estates planted with 
olives, grape vines, and other shrub cultivations, which the 
Bank employed for the establishment of specialist refugee 
cultivators. 

The land distributed to refugees was insufficient.®* The 
draining of the lakes of Ardjan and Amatovo in Macedonia 
was expected to set free an area of about 100,000 stremmata 
of land. The project of draining the two valleys of the Struma 
and the Axios, from which some 1,500,000 stremmata are to 
be reclaimed, is considered below. 

The legal status of land ceded by the government to the 
Cominission and allocated by the latter to refugees was finally 
determined by legislative measures in 1930. One of these laws 
provided that refugees settled on such land were not to be 
longer molested by any claims, the judicial authorities being 
bound to refuse to hear any petition or any action against the 
settler’s right of possession. Right of possession was to be 
established by a simple attestation on the part of bureaus of 
the Commission. The Commission at the same time issued 
title-deeds of possession to refugees whose land was finally 
allocated. The final title-deeds of ownership 'were not to be 
granted until the debts to the Commission were paid. 

Another legislative measure passed in 1930 regulated 
finally the vexing question of irregular transactions by which 
lands of Moslems emigrating from Greece were purchased by 
natives, despite the prohibition of such transactions ever 
since 1913. Purchasers of such land had been in possession 
for years, and it was not possible to disregard the interests 
and rights created in the meantime. By this law, as a rule 
such transactions concerning small agricultural holdings were 
declared valid. To safeguard the Commission from any diffi- 
culties which might arise through this validation of transac- 

See in/fo, p. 054, es to the size of family holdings. 
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lions in regard io parts of estates already colonized, a provi- 
sion was devised for exchanges of land. 

§ 412. Topographical service and Cadaster. Greece had 
no survey of lands or cadaster, and the distribution of lots to 
refugees was at first made in a temporary way, pending an 
exact fixing of boundaries. For the purpose of final distribu- 
tion and fixing of the debt of each refugee, it was necessary 
to have maps of the villages showing the individual lots and 
also to make an appraisal of lands of different qualities. The 
Commission entertained proposals of topographical societies 
for surveys from aeroplanes. This was deemed too costly."^® 
Instead, a technical service was appointed to make polygonic 
plans of the whole of the properties of the villages, in which 
the limits of each individual property would then be marked. 

The number of surveying parties increased gradually, as 
in the beginning no expert staff was available and one had to 
be formed by special training. The thirty-eight surveying 
parties in the first quarter of 1927 were increased to eighty- 
one for Macedonia and sixteen for Thrace in the summer of 
1928. At the same time a number of parties started work in 
Old Greece.^1 

As a result, the surveying work progressed gradually, after 
the slow output in the first years. By the middle of 1926 only 
30,000 hectares of land had been surveyed. By the end of 
1928 the survey had covered a total of 1,129,140 hectares. On 
August 1, 1930, the figures were as follows: 


In Maoedoma 1,067,100 

In Thrace 147,000 

In other provinces 47,026 


1,261,126 

Those figures, as is clear, include not only the lands distributed 
to refugees, but also lands of natives. 

At the same time the work of distribution of the individ- 
ual lots granted to each refugee was under way. The work 
lagged, not only by reason of the lack of suf&cient technical 

^“However, the mountainoTiB district of Karajova was topographically 
studied by means of air photographs with satisfactory results 

See Nineteenth Quarterly Report, m League of Nations, Official Journal, 
October, 1928, pp. 1694r-96. 
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staff, but for other reasons also. Many lands allotted to refu- 
gees were bordered by lands belonging to natives or to foreign 
nationals or by large estates expropriated by the state which 
were not yet appraised.'^^ This complicated the matter of dis- 
tribution. The Commission had proposed a general and radi- 
cal solution, the effacement of all boundaries and the redis- 
tribution of the land of each village, This would have the 
further advantage of regrouping properties which were too 
much parcelled out. However, no such measure was adopted. 
By the end of 1928 a total of 180,410 hectares had been 
distributed by the service of the Commission. On August 1, 
1930, the figures were as follows: 


In Macedonia 378,100 hectares distributed 

In Thrace 13,500 “ “ 

In other provinces 19,747 “ “ 


ToUl 411,347 


It was expected that by the end of 1931 the cadaster of 
the Commission and the distribution among the refugees 
might be completed. A sum of £100,000 was set apart for the 
cadaster by the Commission. 

The method of distribution adopted was ingenious. In the 
first place the village was divided into categories of land by 
a commission constituted in the same way as that which dealt 
with claims by native cultivators. When the village had been 
thus divided, the refugee community was called upon to form 
itself into groups of ten to twelve families who desired to 
have contiguous lots. Each category was then divided into the 
same number of portions as that of groups so formed. The 
head man of each group then drew by lot the portion falling 
to the group, and in this portion each family drew by lot 
the bit of land which it would receive for its holding. In this 
manner it was impossible for any family to allege, or to be- 
lieve, that favor had been shown to any family in the dis- 
tribution.'^* 

It was often noted that when the survey had been com- 

»» Twentieth Quarterly Report, in League of Nations, Official Journal, 
Januaw, 1028, p. 201. 

wTweniy'Sixth Quarterly Report, in League of Nations, Offidal Journal, 
June, 1930, p. 716. 
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pleted and the land finally distributed to each refugee fam- 
ily, the cultivation of the soil was more intensive and the pro- 
duction greater. This is easy to understand. The settlers were 
unwilling to work hard on a piece of land that they were not 
certain would remain theirs at the final distribution.’^ 

§ 413. The agricultural settlement. The most of the agri- 
cultural settlement of refugees was effected in Macedonia and 
Western Thrace where there were large areas of vacant land, 
and where great numbers of Moslems and Bulgarians left 
Greece by virtue of the Conventions of Lausanne and Neuilly. 
On a much smaller scale, colonization also took place in 
Epirus and Crete where the Commission found land left 
by the exchangeable Moslems. In the other regions of Greece 
few agricultural colonies were created. There was no land 
available in these regions except in Thessaly and Euboea, 
where large rural estates were expropriated in favor of native 
tenants on shares and little land could be found for refugees. 
In these regions the few colonies that were created devoted 
themselves to the development of special cultures, such as 
arboriculture, sericulture, and viticulture. 

The agricultural colonization proceeded on the basis of 
group settlement. Even before the constitution of the Com- 
mission, the Greek Decree-Law of July 6, 1923, for the regu- 
lation of colonization required that the settlement should be 
made by legally constituted groups. Individual settlements 
were authorized only in exceptional circumstances. The group 
was constituted by the association of a number of families 
who appointed a council to represent the group, and by the 
deposit of the statutes with a local magistrate. 

The ideal sort of settlement was to regroup together the 
refugees coming from each village in Turkey and to create 
their new colony in a place presenting the same climatic, 
geographic, and soil conditions as their place of origin. This 
was achieved gradually to a great extent. It tended to permit 
the refugees to recreate the community life, broken up by the 
exodus, with the least possible difficulties and handicaps. 

Fourteenth. Quarterly Report, in League of Nations, Official Journal, 
July, 1027, p. 042. 



654 THE EXCHANGE OE MINORITIES 

However, this ideal was not or could not always be realized. 
The precipitated flight from Asia Minor had separated the 
village foUc. Their sheltering on their arrival in Greece was of 
necessity done hurriedly and without consideration of their 
place of origin. Tor this reason a great many groups settled in 
rural colonies were not homogeneous, but included refugees 
from various places of origin. 

Representatives of the groups, after making a tour of sev- 
eral provinces, chose the land on which they desired to be 
settled. They communicated this choice to the Ministry of 
Agriculture, which either accepted or rejected it. Competition 
between various groups in this matter was often keen, and the 
intervention of politicians, usually from among the refugees, 
who had been appropriately called in Greece 'fathers of 
refugees,’ made the allocation of lands to the various groups 
not always in accordance with the requirements of the future 
communities. 

The group at last reached its destination, and the govern- 
ment official delivered the land to the council of the group by 
an act signed by them and by him. Shares were allotted provi- 
sionally to each family, taking as a basis, in general, a family 
of four members, and adding or subtracting from the basal 
allotment for famihes of more or fewer persons. 

The family share differed in the various places according 
to the nature of the cultivation, the quality of the soil, the 
value of the product, and the number of families of each 
group. In Western Macedonia and Thrace the family share 
of lands for cereal cultivation varied between 20 and 60 
stremmata, with an average of 35 stremmata (3% hectares or 
8 2/3 acres). In Thessaly the family holdings were a little 
larger and in Epirus a little smaller. In the valley of the 
Maritsa, where Ihe soil is very fertile, the family lot did not 
exceed 16 stremmata. In the tobacco districts in Macedonia 
and Thrace the shares per family varied between 9 and 20 
stremnata. In the vegetable gardens and orchards in Mace- 
donia and Old Greece an average of 10 stremmata was allotted 
to each family. In Orete the small fields were accompanied 
by small plots of vegetable garden and of vineyard and a 
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number of olive trees. A certain amount of pasture land was 
granted to families engaged in cereal cultivation. To the 
cattle-breeding groups settled in the mountainous districts of 
Macedonia and Thrace an area of 80 to 100 stremmaia for 
pasturage was granted to each family, with a small field. The 
value of family allotments differed naturally from place to 
place, varying between 30,000 and 80,000 drachmas, or about 
£86 to £225. For the settlement of each agricultural family 
after the allotment of land to it, there would have been re- 
quired, as the Commission found, one horse, two oxen, a sub- 
sistence allowance, seed, harness, forage, plough, other im- 
plements, and a cart, of a total value of about 40,000 
drachmas. The Commission, being compelled to settle the 
greatest possible number of refugees without delay, provided 
only one ploughing animal per family, and one cart for four 
families. It had to spend a part of its funds for public utility 
works, which were necessary for the solidity of the settlements. 
The average expenditure for each agricultural family has been 
further affected by the expenditures of the state, amounting 
to £1,688,160 from its budgets of 1922 to 1927 on agricul- 
tural settlement, which supplied some of the needs of the 
refugees. In addition, most of the refugees from Eastern 
Thrace and from Bulgaria were able to take away their 
ploughing animals, seed, and agricultural implements, and 
the Commission did not have to supply these. 

As a general rule, the allotments made to each refugee 
family were small, and they were not always sufficient to its 
needs. For the time being this was not without its advantages. 
As there was no alternative, refugees had to adopt intensive 
methods of cultivation. The settlers found it necessary to be 
instructed in modern agriculture and were eager to listen to 
the experts of the Commission and of the government. The 
remarkable progress in agriculture in Greece, described be- 
low, received its impetus from the smallness of the holdings. 

The refugee population in the colonies has proved very 
prolific in recent years, the birth rate in 1928 rising to 45 
per thousand, while the death rate was only 12 per thou- 
sand. This fact increases the serious problem of the shortage 
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of land. The large drainage works undertaken in the valleys 
of the Axios and the Struma are expected to alleviate this 
problem with a new supply of 1,500,000 stremmata of fertile 
land. 

The settlement of agricultural refugees came practically 
to an end in 1927 and was definitely discontinued in 1928. At 
the end of 1928 a new, though small, influx of agricultural 
refugees occurred. These were Greeks of Pontus, who in 1922 
sought refuge in the Caucasus, where they cultivated tobacco. 
The Greek government, being repeatedly requested by these 
people to permit them to come to Greece, allowed one thou- 
sand of them who had relations in Greece to immigrate.’® 
They were settled mostly in Thrace and in the district of 
Kateriri at the foot of Mount Olympus, where they continued 
to cultivate tobacco. 

By the end of June, 1928, the results of the work of the 
Commission were presented in its nmeteenth Report.’® The 
villages which had sprung up could be divided into three 
categories: 

(1) Prosperous colonies which were sohdly established. 
These represented nearly one-third of the settlements, and 
included many settled by Thracians and Pontians. 

(2) Colonies not yet fuHy established, which still needed 
support and had to be watched. They represented about forty 
per cent of the settlements, and many of them were occu- 
pied by settlers from certain districts of Asia Minor who were 
not hereditarily predisposed to rapid progress. The efforts 
made by these settlers were not always in proportion to the 
resources furnished to them. In general they had not the sav- 
ing spirit; rejoicings and merry-makings were frequent, and 
expenditure on luxuries took an increasing toll from their 
scanty means. 

(3) The re main der, representing less than one-third of the 
t settlers, were the unsuccessful colonies whose wretched aspect 

was the token of a hard and precarious existence. These in- 
cluded many of the mountaiu colonies and some of the vil- 

TK League of Nations, Offioial Journal, November, 1920, p, 1739. 

f 9 League of Nations, Offieial Journal, October, 1928, pp 1683-1707. 
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lages in the plains. The lands granted them were poor, or the 
settlers were unfitted for agricultmal work or were lacking 
in energy, and unable to oppose ill fortune. These settlers had 
still to fight against hunger, and lived a hand-to-mouth 
existence. 

The last two categories of colonies presented continuous 
problems of an individualized sort to the Commission. As its 
report stated: “One settler seeks to obtain a further loan, 
another needs seed or forage; a draught or plough animal 
has died and must be replaced; or a man has fallen sick or lost 
his live-stock in an epidemic. Our offices are not always able 
to comply with these requests for fear of exceeding the finan- 
cial limits which have been assigned to them and to which 
they must keep in order to provide for earlier or more press- 
ing needs.” The delay in obtaining the proceeds of the second 
Refugee Loan prevented the Commission from satisfying the 
more urgent needs and eliminating many tragedies. 

In 1929 and 1930 the main task of the Commission was to 
meet the most urgent requirements of the settlements already 
created and to strengthen them by works of public utility, 
such as water supply, irrigation, agricultural and veterinary 
stations, mechanical cultivation, bridges, roads, etc.'^'^ In this 
respect the Commission gave a very liberal interpretation to 
the clause of the Protocol which required that expenditure 
was only to be incurred for productive works. By the end of 
1929 the condition of the former unprosperous districts was 
much improved. Many of them were well on the road to pros- 
perity. Significant in this connection was the case of the large 
district of Chalcidice, which in 1926 seemed likely to be aban- 
doned altogether, and had become in 1929 “a flourishing centre 
of production.” 

In the first years of colonization the country districts lost 
a number of settlers who went to swell the forces of the 
workers in the large towns and cities. There resulted an over- 
crowding and unemployment m the towns which was fraught 
with social and economic dangers. However, the gradual and 

’'f Twenty-Third Quaiterly Report, in League of Nations, Official Journal, 
November, 1929, p. 1739 
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relative prosperity of the rural districts later exercised an 
increasing attraction for persons capable of cultivating the 
soil, and there was a movement towards the country in 1928 
and 1929. By the end of this year it seemed as if the agri- 
cultural settlement had reached a degree of stability.’''® 

The only colonies which remained in an unsatisfactory 
condition were those of the mountainous frontier districts in 
Macedonia and Thrace. In these districts, where the soil is 
poor and unfit for cultivation, a pastoral population was 
settled, coming mainly from the Pontus. This population, 
20,000 strong, formed 123 mountain colonies on the Mace- 
donian frontier, while 12,000 more formed 131 colonies on the 
Thracian frontier. They received from the state originally the 
requisite amount of pastural land, some live-stock, and, when- 
ever possible, a field. The severe winter and the incursions of 
the comitadjis in the first years of colonization did much dam- 
age to the hve-stock of these settlers and caused some to 
migrate to the plains. Those who remained experienced great 
difEiculties in communicating with the plains, as there was a 
complete lack of roads. 

In view of the danger of the complete abandonment of 
these colonies, which possessed a national importance as the 
homes of a sturdy and warlike race of men, the government 
promulgated a special law. No. 4124 of April 23, 1929, to 
remedy the situation. A sum of 120,000,000 drachmas was 
provided for the reenforcement of these colonies. Two cen- 
tral Commissions were created in Macedonia and Thrace, 
which took decisions on reports by Sub-Commissions that 
visited the colonics and examined the situation on the spot. 
The settlers were furnished with additional supplies and were 
exempted from taxation. Works of public utility, such as 
roads, water supply, irrigation, sanitation, and the erection 
of schools and churches were carried out. 

Sir John Campbell, Vice-Chairman of the Commission from 
Jauuaiy, 1924, to January, 1927, had returned to England and 
came back to Greece in May, 1929. He visited Macedonia and 
ThracOr Hjs impressions of the work which had been aocom- 

' nibid. , ' 
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plished are contained in a report published in the League of 
Nations Official Journal for June, 1930, as follows: 

The aspect of the country has entirely changed. Everywhere, 
one secs the cheerful red roofs of the colonization settlements. 
Where formerly vast uncultivated plains stretched, there are now 
flourishing villages, full of bustling activity, and showing obvious 
signs of comfort, and in many cases of prosperity. The whole coun- 
tryside is awake, and alive with new life The refugees are working 
with admirable energy and courage. ... All the indices of progress 
arc apparent: new constructions made by the refugees themselves, 
important increases in their live stock, improvements to their dwell- 
ings, the cultivation of new and higher-yielding varieties, the use 
of improved methods of cultivation, the adornment of their houses 
Excellent schools have been, and are being, built; . . . churches 
have been constructed, water supplies arranged for; in several 
oases, important minor irrigation projects have been carried to com- 
pletion. 

Sir John speaks of competent foreign observers who paid 
their tribute of admiration to the sterling qualities of the 
refugees, their questing and eager spirit, their confident out- 
look toward the future. “The refugees . . . have shown a 
spirit of progress — a readiness to adopt new methods, to try 
new crops, to adopt new varieties.” "It is no exaggeration to 
say that, when visiting the refugee quarters in the majority 
of the towns in Macedonia and Thrace, one steps from the 
seventeenth to the twentieth century.” The refugees are tak- 
ing deeper and deeper root in the soil. It is significant to note 
that “these results are due, in the first place, to the courage, 
the energy, the capacity for work, the receptivity to new ideas, 
which characterize the mass of the refugees.” 

Professor Jacques Ancel wrote in the Europe Certtrale of 
Prague of October 5, 1929; 

It is not in books that the vitality of a people may be studied. 
For several years now I have visited the Balkan countries during 
the summer, and I am able to mark, at every stage, the progress 

TSP, 712. 

9° Quoted in the Twenty-Fifth Report of the Commission, League of 
Nations, Offioial Journal, June, 1930, p. 714. 
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made. . . . Those miserable Turkish hamlets, nothing but hovels 
of mud and straw lying in the midst of an uncultivated plain or of 
unhealthy marshes, are now replaced by large cheerful villages on 
the hillside, with their little, white, red-roofed houses built along- 
side broad streets. All around, one sees sheaves of maize, fields of 
tobacco, with their tiny mauve flowers, . . . orchards with won- 
derful apples, and vines. . . . What a miracle I And this has hcon 
accomplished by the refugees in six years, aided by the Greek 
Government and the League of Nations. . . . Fiorina has become 
a magnificent orchard, with European varieties of trees flourishing 
in it. Karadjova, at the foot of the gigantic mountains of the Grcco- 
Serbian frontier, is now a forest of mulberry trees. . . . The coun- 
try round Salonika, which was formerly pasture for sheep, ... is 
now transformed into orchards and vineyards. . . . 

The rapid development of the various branches of agri- 
cultural life has resulted in such an abundance of products 
that in certain parts it bordered on over-production in 1929.®’- 
This has been followed by the sale of the produce at too low 
a price. 

§ 414. Agricultural production by refugees. The produc- 
tion of cereals was that in which the refugees most generally 
engaged. Greece often suffers from drought. The Commission 
and the government, in an effort to make the settlements suc- 
cessful, undertook to instruct the refugees in the intensive 
cultivation of their fields, which would eliminate, at least in 
part, the dangers of drought. Seventy experimental and 
demonstration fields were established in Macedonia. Experi- 
ments were there made with the most suitable kinds of grain 
and -their acclimatization. Several varieties of foreign and 
native wheat were tried. The experiments with the Australian 
wheat Canberra, among others, proved very successful. This 
wheat ripens in Greece before the period in which the burning 
livas wind destroys the harvest. In Chalcidice especially this 
seed yielded fifteen to twenly-five fold, and at Serres as much 
as twenty fold.*® 

In the 6xperim.ental fields, the number of which continued 

^IbH. 

B^EhiperimeEtB -were alao inade with the Italian -varieties, Cologna and 
Arditti. 
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to increase, the refugees themselves undertaking their cultiva- 
tion, experiments were also made with new plants introduced 
for the first time in Macedonia, such as clover, sugar beet and 
forage beet-root, millet, castor oil plants, etc. Assisted and 
instructed by specialists of the Commission, the refugees car- 
ried on cultivation according to the most modern principles. 
The use of chemical manure went on steadily increasing. An 
Improvement Station created by the Ministry of Agriculture 
at Larissa was placed at the disposal of the Commission and 
transferred to Saloniki. Experiments in the cultivation of 
winter wheat were also undertaken on experimental plots at 
Saloniki and Fiorina. 

The results of this effort appear in the following figures. 
From 1923 to 1928 the cultivated area of the whole of Greece 
gradually and continuously increased from 12,690,281 to 
15,901,486 stremmata, an increase of 3,211,207 stremmata, or 
25% of the area cultivated in 1923. The production of cereals 
showed the following development in tons: 

Crops 1022 1023 1024 102fi 1026 1027 & 1028 

wheat, barley, maslin, over 

maize, oats, lye 630,811 624,120 544,720 772,152 860,665 1,000,000 

With respect to wheat alone, the production increased as 
follows: 


1022 


1923 


1024 

210,226 " 

1926 


1926 


1927 

438,342 “ 

1028 

460,200 “ ' 


Besides the culture of cereals, vine-growing assumed a 
great importance with the refugees. The Greek immigrants 
from Bulgaria were expert vine-growers. Hundreds of thou- 
sands of slips from Bulgaria and other countries were intro- 
duced. Nurseries were established in various places. Many 
plantations were laid out on uncultivated land and gave a 
considerable yield. In Thrace, owing to the phylloxera and 
other bad conditions, the vineyards had practically disap- 
peared. A programme for the rehabilitation of the vine- 

League of Nations, Official Journal, October, 1028, p. 1601. 

Mibid., p. 1802. 
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growing industry was worked out, based upon a minute study 
of the soil and of the varieties suitable for introduction. The 
execution of this programme was attended with complete 
success.®® 

Cotton and hemp were oiher branches of cultivation de- 
veloped chiefly by the refugees. Market gardening received 
such an extension that for the first time it became a significant 
cultivation in Greece. Arboriculture was also encouraged by 
the distribution of fruit trees to refugees and the creation of 
stations. Five large stations were estabhshed in Macedonia, 
two in Thrace, one in Epirus, and one in Old Greece. Besides, 
88 model orchards were established in Macedonia. Bee-keeping 
could not, at first, he developed, owing to the absence of 
honey-yielding flowers at certain seasons of the year. The 
Commission received a gift of seed of various melliferous 
plants from Switzerland. Then it began distributing thou- 
sands of hives to refugees. 

There were among the refugees experienced silkwonm 
breeders. Of these a colony of 550 families was established by 
the Commission on the Gulf of Nauplia. The sum of 32,000,000 
drachmas was assigned for this purpose. 6500 stremmata were 
planted with mulberry trees. The Commission thus helped to 
reestablish an ancient industry of the Peloponnesus, where in 
the Middle Ages the breeding of silkworms was very wide- 
spread. In Thrace and Macedonia, where conditions were 
favorable, some millions of mulberry trees were distributed. 
A large silkworm nursery was constructed according to the 
most modern methods at Ardea, in the frontier district of 
Karadjova in Macedonia, It was to benefit the local breeders, 
who were grouped in a federation composed of refugees and 
natives. Similar nurseries were created in other parts of 
Greece.®* 

Aside from cereals, the most important single branch of 
cultivation, in which the refugees engaged was the growing of 
tobacco. Two-thirds of the total tobacco production for 1926 
in Greece was produced by the refugees. The production in 
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1922, the year when the refugees arrived, amounted for the 
whole of Greece to 25,306,656 kilogrammes. Since then pro- 
duction more than doubled and tripled: 


1924 60,096,125 kilogiammea 

1926 65,462,009 “ 

1926 64,724,849 “ 

1927 61,709,013 “ 

1928 64,180,250 “ 

1929 86,944,990 " 8^ 

The export figures for tobacco are: 

1924 41,832,923 kilogrammes of the value of £ 6,821,236 

1926 42,219,626 “ " " “ “ 9,600,513 

1926 56,324,172 " “ " “ " 8.838,981 

IQ?!? R»,inn3n/i “ « “ “ " 


Thanks to the refugees, the production of tobacco increased, 
and from its export a sum of £18,000,000, exceeding in 
amount the two Refugee Loans, was brought into the country 
during the four years 1924-27. Not only did the refugees in- 
crease the quantity of tobacco produced, they also introduced 
new qualities, the finest varieties of Oriental tobacco and those 
most highly reputed for their aroma and flavor. 

The tobacco industry has also its dark side. Expenses of 
cultivation of the finer qualities, handling costs and heavy 
taxes raise the price of tobacco. Greek tobacco, especially, 
when not of the finest quality, competes at a disadvantage in 
foreign markets with the tobacco of neighboring countries 
where the prices are lower. In addition, the tobacco industry 
has created in Greece a labor problem of a disquieting char- 
acter. In 1928 there were 40,000 tobacco workers in the whole 
of Greece, about half of whom were refugees. The superabund- 
ance of labor contributed to the severity of the labor crisis. 
However, the power of the labor unions kept wages at a dis- 
proportionately high level. The producers, ill equipped to 
resist the buyers, sell at the prices dictated by them and forced 
downward by the labor troubles. The Commission took steps 
to concentrate the tobacco from Western Thrace at Xanthi, 
in order to insure its handling and sale by the refugee co- 
operative societies.*® 

«T/Wd., October, 1928, p. 1698, June, 1930, p. 717. 

88J'b«f., October, 1928, pp 1693-94 
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Greece abounds in mountains and pasture lands, and the 
breeding of stock has always been an important industry. The 
Commission helped to preserve and develop this industry. 
Several stud farms were established in Macedonia and Thrace 
for horses, donkeys, bulls, and pigs. Arab and Hungarian sires, 
Csrprus asses, Jersey bulla, Brittany cows, Yorkshire pigs, 
Rhode Island Red and Plymouth Rock fowls were introduced 
at these farms and other zootechnical stations. At the same 
time veterinary services were installed in various parts of 
Greece, and a microbiological laboratory was established in 
Saloniki. Two large model farms at Fiorina and Saloniki, and 
smaller stations at Langada, Verria, Yannitsa, Grevena, and 
Nevoliani continued the work of the improvement of live 
stock. Permanent improvement could not be expected without 
the extensive cultivation of plants for fodder, hitherto un- 
known in Greece. Seed for such plants was distributed to 
refugees. On the other hand, the hmitation of pasture lands 
induced the owners of stock to undertake the cultivation of 
forage plants with which to supplement the lack of pasture.®® 
The stock of the nomad shepherds has been reduced by 60% 
through the bringing under the plough of the large pastures. 
This loss, however, was more than compensated for by the fact 
that large numbers of refugees commenced breeding animals 
both large and small. The acquisition of such animals by 
refugees until December 31, 1928, is shown in the following 
table: 

Cattle Other animals 

Distributed by the Commission 81,246 77,364 

Distributed by the state 70,698 64,776 

Acquired by the refugees 213,324 869,227 

366,264 701,367 

§ 415. Mechanical cultivation. Much of the land in Mace- 
donia and Thrace had remained uncultivated for many years. 
To make these soils available for immediate cultivation, motor 
tractors and ploughs were necessary to break up the sod. In 
Macedonia to the end of 1929 a total of 270,155 stremmata 
had been broken up by 47 tractors of the Direction of Coloni- 
<"> League of Nations, Offiaial Jovmal, June, 1930, p, 718. 
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zation. The effect of deep ploughing has been to create vine- 
yards in the Saloniki plain and in Chalcidice from land where 
nothing had grown within human memory but briars and 
thistles. Furthermore, the yield of cereals was considerably 
increased by tractor cultivation of the impoverished soil. The 
breaking up of land was also carried on in Epirus, Thessaly, 
and Achaia. 

Agricultural machinery was furnished by the Commission 
to individuals or groups or to agricultural associations. The 
machinery distributed consisted especially of seed-sorters, 
reapers and reapers-and-binders, threshers, seed-drills, etc. As 
a rule the cost was paid by the Commission, the peasants 
undertaking to repay it in from two to five years. The demands 
for such machinery increased gradually. At first the machinery 
belonging to agricultural associations was operated, super- 
vised, and repaired by experts of the Commission. Its 
mechanics and drivers trained others, and the use seemed cer- 
tain to become common. 

The service of mechanical cultivation was transferred to 
the Ministry of Agriculture at the end of December, 1930. 
The service consisted of 150 technical employees, well trained 
and disciplined.*® 

§ 416. Drainage and irrigation work. In the middle of 
1928 a contract for a loan of $75,000,000 was concluded be- 
tween the Greek government and foreign capitalists, for the 
financing of public utility works which were closely connected 
with the task of the Commission. The contract for this loan 
was cancelled, but the government found means from other 
sources to carry out the contracts for the works. These works 
comprised road construction and important drainage and irri- 
gation undertakings. Already, in 1926, the drainage of the 
valley of Axios was begun. The Struma (Strymon) was an- 
other river whose course was to be regulated for the purpose 
of recovering, in combination with the drainage of Lakes 
Boutkovo and Achinos and the marshes of Philippi, an area of 
1,600,000 stremmata of very fertile land. In the plains of 
Serres and Drama, watered by the Struma, the Commission 
League of Nations, Official Journal, June, 1930, p. 718. 
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had established many large settlements, all of which were to 
benefit by these works. 

It was calculated that the execution of the work would 
absorb a sum of $16,000,000, On an area of 1,600,000 sLrem- 
mata to be reclaimed, the cost per stremma of drained land 
would amount to less than 1000 drachmas, which was a sum 
that could easily be paid from the produce.®^ 

The reclamation of land by these works would cause the 
disappearance of marshes and help the fight against the 
malaria which sapped the energy and force of the cultivators. 
Agricultural production would become more secure, because 
of the fertihty of the soil and the elimination of the floods 
which for centuries had carried away the produce of the flelds. 

In the beginning of 1929, the Commission was engaged in 
carrying out drainage work m Macedonia at the Salonild agri- 
cultural station (1000 stremmata) and on the land belonging 
to the colony of Vangueni in the district of Edessa (1000 
stremmata); and at Mudania in Chalcidice (600 stremmata). 
At Ptolemais (Kojani) the large marsh of Sari-Ghiol (25,000 
stremmata) was also to be reclaimed. Embankments were 
being constructed to protect 15,000 stremmata belonging to 
the colony of Nea Gallipoli from floods, and irrigation works 
were begun at Obar (45,000 stremmata) 

The importance of the work of drainage of the valley of 
the Axios will be understood when it will be taken into con- 
sideration that this included the following: 

1. The drainage and canalization of Lakes Ardjan and 
Amatovo, the water being taken to the river Axios. 

2. Correction of the course of the Axios from Voemitsa to 
the Saloniki-Monastir railway. 

3. Correction and deviation of the Axios from the Saloniki- 
Monastir railway to the sea. 

4. Correction of the course of the river GaJlicos. 

5. The drainage of Lake Yannitsa through a navigable 
oanal to the sea, utilizing the bed of the river Ludia (Karas- 
mdk). 

0( Nation?, OMcM Jowml, Januwy, 1929, p. 202. 

•♦'League of NationB, Official Jovmal, July, 1929, p 1189, 
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6. The construction of a peripheric canal east of Lake 
Yannitsa, linking up the waters of all the tributaries and 
diverting them to the river Aliakmon. 

7. Correction of the course of the Aliakmon from the 
ravine to the sea, including protective dikes and deviations. 

8 The study and construction of an irrigation system for 
the plain of Saloniki. 

It was estimated that all this work might be completed by 
1935. The contracting company hoped to recover 442,000 
stremmaia for cultivation. The experts of the Commission 
estimated that the area would not exceed 370,000 stremmata, 
and found evidence of the presence of alkaline soil, which 
is unsuitable for cultivation. 

The work in the plain of the Struma (Strymon) was 
intended to regulate the course of this river. The Struma rises 
south of Sofia and debouches into the Gulf of Orphano, col- 
lecting throughout its course water from an area of 17,300 
square kilometres It emerges into Greek territory from the 
gorge of Rupel on the Bulgarian-Greek frontier, flowing 3000- 
4000 cubic metres per second. Its length in the plain of Serres 
is 110 kilometres. This plain has an area of 1,180,000 strem- 
mata, and is crossed lengthwise by the river, which at the 
south-east end of the plain forms Lake Achinos, with an area 
varying from 110,000 to 140,000 stremmata, according to the 
level of the water. The river passes out of the lake through 
the gorge of Amphipolis, and after a course of 10 kilometres 
empties into the Gulf of Orphano. The Struma carries down 
an enormous quantity of debris and a very fine silt, which it 
deposits in its course across lh.e plain, thereby overflowing 
and raising its banks. It frequently changes its bed, and in- 
vades fertile cultivated areas and many villages. 

The other main waterway of the Serres plain is the Belitsa 
drainage canal, which coUeots all the waters descending to the 
plain from the mountains in the northeast and also the waters 
overflowing from the Struma. The bed of the Belitsa has no 
embankments, therefore the water running into it overflows 
and forms a series of marshes. In addition, from the moun- 
tains surrounding the plain in every direction there descend 
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rapid torrents carrying large quantities of debris, mainly sand 
and pebbles, which cover part of the cultivated laud. 

This is the condition of the waterways of this plain which 
it is desired to remedy. Out of 1,180,000 siremmata, the area 
of the Serres plain, only 437,000 are not liable to be flooded, 

290.000 consist of permanent marshes and lakes, 283,000 are 
periodically flooded, and 170,000 are so saturated as to be 
unusable for cultivation. The area of the plain of Drama 
which would come within the scope of drainage work is 

380.000 stremmata, of which 117,000 at present are mud 
banks and another 43,000 are periodically flooded. 

The main problem for the hydraulic works in the valley is 
to determine where to place the debris carried down by the 
Struma. A solution which found much favor was to construct 
in the plain of Serres a lake in which to collect the debris, 
the river being diverted there through one of its former 
branches. At the southeast corner of the lake a weir could be 
built, enabUng the flow of the river to be fixed at 600 cubic 
metres of water per second. From this point on the former bed 
of the river, provided with strong embankments, would be 
used, and the river would cross Lake Achinos from end to end 
by a drainage canal.®® 

An area of over 1,000,000 stremmata was to be reclaimed 
through this regulation of the course of the Struma, the 
Belitsa canal, and other minor waterways. 

§ 417, Water supply for rural colonies. The Commission 
often established colonies at places where land was available 
for cultivation although there was no water supply. In the 
first years of settlement the refugees suffered greatly on this 
account, being compelled to transport water for their use from 
distant points. The Commission proceeded to provide water 
for these villages, either by causing borings to be made when- 
ever water was believed to exist undergroimd or by building 
aqueducts. At the end of October, 1929, the amount of work 
done was as follows: 

Aqueducts 474 of a total length of 760 kiloioetres 

Artesian wells 508 “ " depth " 23,430 metres 

Or^aiy wells 6^ " " " 7,866 " 

•'League of Nations, Official Jaiumal, November, 1929, pp. 1743-44. 
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The problem of water supply was not solved in all colonies 
at the time the Commission reached the end of its work.®* 

§ 418. Agricultural housing. When the Commission got to 
work in 1924 it had at its disposal two categories of rural 
buildings for the settlement of refugees; (a) houses of Mos- 
lems and Bulgarians who left or were leaving Greece under 
the Conventions of Neuilly and Lausanne; and (b) houses 
built by the Colonization Service of the Greek government 
from 1922 to 1924. The Commission supplied the further needs 
by causing thousands of additional rural buildings to be 
erected, especially in places where new colonies were estab- 
lished. In the beginning the Commission followed the system 
employed by the state, which consisted in advancing to shel- 
terless refugees sums of money to enable them to erect their 
own houses by supplying their own labor to a large extent. 
This system gave good results only in Thrace. For the most 
part the Commission adopted the system of building by small 
local firms of contractors or of employing the refugees estab- 
lished in each village as workmen under the superintendence 
of the technical service of the Commission. Contracts were 
also made with building societies.*® 

The houses built in the first years by the Commission were 
usually of two rooms and a small hall. They were monotonous 
both as regards the lay-out of the streets and the type of the 
house. The refugee whose condition improved after the first 
years of privations and sufferings was not particularly enrap- 
tured with these homes, and after 1928 the Commission had 
to introduce a certain variety and make houses of three rooms 
instead of two. The standard price of two-room houses was 
£100 or 37,000 drachmas. The larger houses cost 52,000 drach- 
mas. In Thrace, where the refugees built their own houses, 
not only was their price much below that at which dwellings 
were built by building companies, but the houses presented a 
variety, a picturesqueness, and a special individuality. 

A few thousand rural buildings were erected by the Com- 
mission in the regions of Greece other than Macedonia and 

8* League of Nations Journal, June, 1030, p. 718. 

»" Sixtt Quarterly Report of the Commiasiou, in League of Nations, 
Official Journal, 1926, p. 1066. 
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Thrace. By the end of 1929 a total of 10,04:8 houses had been 
constructed in Old Greece, Epirus, and the Islands. In addi- 
tion, 3,981 houses of Bulgarian and Moslem emigrants were 
repaired by the Commission for the use of refugees. 

In Macedonia and Thrace the situation at the end of Octo- 
ber, 1929, was as follows; 


Houses constructed by the Commission 64,780 

Houses left by the exchange of Turks and the emigiation of Bul- 
garians _ 54,027 

Housos in course of construction or to be constiucted 2,485 


Total 111,292 


These did not enable the Commission to make provision 
for all the refugees established in these two regions, who num- 
bered about 130,000 families. In a number of the houses two 
or three families were settled under undesirable conditions. 
Furthermore, at least 10,000 of the houses left by Moslem 
emigrants were in ruinous condition and in dire need of repairs 
to he made really inhabitable. Lastly, a minimum of 12,600 
horuses were still required to house the rural families who were 
still sheltered in huts and makeshift quarters.*® 

It is a general desire with the Greek to have his child 
educated. This explains the fact that rural refugees, even 
before they were settled in their new colony, sent "anxious 
requests” to the Commission for a school building. As a rule 
the Commission was unable to comply with such requests. 
However, the Commission provided the material and the 
refugees the labor for about 400 school buildings. In some vil- 
lages one of the available bxiildings was turned into a school. 
The greatest number of colonies built their own schools, either 
without outside assistance or with the financial aid of the 
Government. 

§ 419. Agricultural associations. The settlement of rural 
refugees gave impetus to the cooperative idea in agriculture 
in Greece. Almost one-fourth of the rural associations in ex- 
istence in Greece in 1929 were formed by refugee associations, 
and a great number were also associations of refugees and 
natives together. At the end of 1927 there were already 666 

“♦lieague qf Haijons, Official Journal, June, 1930, p. 716. , 
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refugee associations in Macedonia^ with a total membership of 
44,815, and 234 in Thrace, with 13,258 members. These organ- 
izations were mostly associations for lending, buying, and 
selling, with limited liability. About 100 were unlimited in 
liability. They effected purchases of farm implements and 
sales of their products. They erected barns and cooperative 
stores.®’' 

The National Bank of Greece, which until 1929 was prac- 
tically the only bank which dealt in rural credit, had loaned 
as follows in 1928 to individual farmers and to rural coopera- 
tive associations; 



Number 

Loans in drachmas 

Native faimoi'a 


271,910,906 

Native associations 

2,327 

750,338,860 

Refugee farmers 


63,780,767 

Refugee associations . . . . , 

983 

250,445,860 


3,310 

1,346,476,453 


It is to be noted that in this total of loans made in 1928, 
the arrears amounted in March, 1929, to 32,150,000 drachmas, 
or 2.39 per cent. The arrears were due to the considerable 
damage suffered by the crops and to sales at a loss.®® 

Two of tlie most interesting accomplishments of rural 
associations must be mentioned. One is that of the cooperative 
societies of the tobacco growers of Xanthi, which united for 
the operation in common of the warehousing, sale, and manip- 
ulation of tobacco, and for defence against the combination 
of commercial companies which tried to set the price of to- 
bacco at a figure satisfactory to themselves. As a result of the 
above union of the societies, the tobacco of their members was 
sold at more than double the price set by the companies. 

Another of the successful experiments was the large silk- 
worm nursery of Ardea in the valley of the Karadjova, for the 
Storing of 130,000 silkworm cocoons. The Commission ad- 
vanced 700,000 drachmas to a local federation of producers 
composed of natives tod refugees for the construction of an 
up-to-date building of four stories. The building was also to 
Serve for the storing of local tobacco, the tobacco harvest not 

Ibid., 0(rtoj5^, 1928, pp. 1696-97. 

»e Lea^ of Nations, Official Journal, July, 1929, pp. 1190-91. 
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coinciding with the production of cocoons. The ground floor 
was to be used for storing red pepper, one of the principal 
products of the district.®® 

§ 420. The urban settlement. When the Commission began 
its functions in 1924 it found that the Greek government was 
already applying a general scheme for urban settlement of 
refugees, which consisted mainly of building urban dwellings 
for the lefugees in or near the cities or towns where it was 
hoped that they would be able to find and engage in gamful 
occupations. This work was intrusted by the Greek govern- 
ment to an autonomous administration, the Relief Fund, and 
it was continued by it and by the Ministry of Relief after 
May, 1925. The Commission originally did not include the 
urban settlement in its work. Later, by agreement with the 
government, the Commission undertook to improve and ex- 
tend the urban quarters started by the former. 

When an estimate of the number of urban refugees was 
made in 1927 the following numbers were given : 

1 Athens and Fnaeua distiict, abont 76,000 famihes or 300,000 peisons 

2. Macedoma and Thrace, “ 76,000 “ " 300,000 “ 

3. Old Greece and Islands, “ 26,000 " “ i0O,OOO “ 

The city of Saloniki, it was supposed, alone contained 
170,000 refugees.^®^ Thus it was thought that 60% of the town 
refugees were concentrated in the three largest cities of Greece, 
Athens, Piraeus, and Saloniki. The concentration in these 
three cities is explained by the fact that at the time the 
refugees swarmed into Greece, in the autumn of 1922, they 
afforded the greatest number of convenient shelters, such as 
theatres, schools, churches, warehouses, and requisitioned 
houses, and ready materials for the erection of temporary 
barracks; and also by the expectation of the government that 
moat of the town refugees must ultimately be settled near the 

“♦Twenty-Third Quaiteily Report, ibid, ISFovember, 1929, p 1741. 

lOo fourteenth Quaiteily Repoit, tbtd, July, 1927, pp. 947-948 

WThe Sixteenth Quoaterly Report, in League of Nations, Offlmal Journal, 
February, 1928, pp 2^237. based on census returns, gives the number of 
urban refugees as 616,000. The difference was due chiefly to the fact that in 
the earlier figures the number of refugees in Salonih had been vastly over- 
eifidmate4. 
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large cities, where it was hoped that industry and commerce 
would provide gainful work. 

The condition of the refugees was, indeed, so tragic in the 
first two years, 1922 and 1923, that the need of affording to 
town refugees healthy living quarters in order to reduce the 
appalling mortality among them led every other considera- 
tion. The Commission, when adopting its programme for 
urban settlement in the beginning of 1925, bound as it was by 
the provision of the Geneva Protocol that the funds of the 
loan should be devoted to productive work, was confronted 
with two solutions as to the urban refugees. One was to make 
them cultivators and settle them on the land. It was realized 
that the older persons would find it very difficult to become 
successful cultivators of the soil. The new generation might 
easily adapt itself to agriculture. However, many families had 
lost their young men in the wars or in the exodus from Asia 
Minor. A census taken by the Commission in June, 1926, in 
the four refugee quarters in the outskirts of Athens showed 
that while male and female refugees below 16 years of age 
were about equal in numbers, the inequality between the 
numbers of the two sexes after the age of sixteen was very 
great. Thus, of a total of 42,204 refugees above sixteen in the 
above quarters, 16,029 only were males against 26,176 females, 
or 62% against 38% in favor of the so-called weaker sex. 
Moreover, the available land in Greece was restricted in area, 
and it was not advisable to deprive the farming refugee 
populations of a part of such land for an experimental settle- 
ment of town refugees. 

The other solution was to provide the urban refugees with 
urban trades This could not be accomplished in a brief period. 
For one thing, the callings in which the town refugees had 
been engaged in their place of origin were well represented in 
Greece. In fact, the small traders, artisans, and shopkeepers in 
Greece, before the influx of the refugees, were already too 
numerous in the small towns and the larger cities. It was only 
by the creation of new industries, or the multipHcation of 
gainful occupations in new centres developed by the changed 
economic conditions, the course of commerce, the increase of 
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agricultural production, the development of a mercantile ma- 
rine, drainage and irrigation work, etc., that the settlement of 
the town refugees could ultimately be accomplished. All this 
was too complicated a problem, and one in the solution of 
which the Commission could not use the resources of the loan 
on a productive basis. Everything was as yet speculative and 
uncertain. 

The Commission, accordingly, preferred, after lending 
financial support to certain outstanding arts and crafts of the 
refugees which promised an assured return for the money lent, 
to limit its work on urban settlement to the construction of 
urban buildings of a permanent character which could be let 
or sold. This construction was mainly made in the large cities, 
Athens, Piraeus, and Salonild, where already the Greek gov- 
ernment had begun new urban quarters. It was also believed 
that the first two cities were places in which new industries 
were most likely to be established and to absorb the refugees, 
while Saloniki, as centre of the most important agricultural 
district of Greece, promised to afford gainful work to a great 
number of refugees. However, the Commission erected urban 
quarters in many other cities and towns all over Greece, where 
conditions were deemed favorable to such settlement, or where 
a beginning of settlement was found in the buildings left by 
the Bulgarian emigrants and the Moslem exchangeables. 

In the first years of its work, the Commission turned its 
attention mainly to rural colonization. It appropriated only 
one-tenth of the first Refugee Loan to urban settlement. It 
was only in August, 1927, before the second loan was obtained, 
that a systematic investigation into the condition of the urban 
refugees and their needs was made. These refugees were then 
classified as follows: 

1. Those who lived in houses which were in good condition 
and fulfilled all the requirements of permanent dwellings, 
39,450 families belonged to this class. 

2. Those who lived in houses which would be fit for habita- 
tion for a certain time. 26,288 families were of this class. 

3. Th(«e who were still sheltered under bad condiiaons* for 
^ ip^Stanfle, in churches, wardhouses, houses in ruinous condition, 
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or houses scandalously overcrowded. No less than 35,667 
families belonged to this class. 

4. Those who lived in private houses, either as tenants or 
as proprietors, outside the quarters inhabited exclusively by 
refugees. Not all of these made declarations. The number of 
23,077 families was deemed to be only about one-half of the 
real number.^"® 

At the completion of this investigation, the Commission 
decided that the task was, first, to build homes for the 35,667 
families who were still sheltered under bad conditions, and 
then to ameliorate the condition of the second class above re- 
ferred to. 

At the end of 1929, the urban houses built in various parts 
of Greece by the Commission were as follows: 



Quarters 

Houses 

Continental Gieece 

26 

14,857 

Peloponnesus 


1,232 

Islands 


1,086 

Macedonia 


8,653 

Thmoe 

32 

6,216 

Total 

126 

27,343 


To this total must be added 22,337 dwellings constructed 
by the state in quarters scattered over most of the towns in 
Greece before the Commission took up the work of urban 
settlement, and several thousands built by the govern- 
ment subsequently. The work of properly sheltering all the 
town refugees wiU undoubtedly still require a number of 
years. 

Until 1929 the houses built by the Commission and the 
government were single or double houses. At that time the 
construction of apartment houses was contemplated, in view 
of the fact that the new quarters spread over so large an area 
as to increase considerably the expenses of the municipalities. 
The refugees, however, did not appear to welcome the institu- 
tion of ttie horizontal ownership of apartments to render it 
possible for them to purchase the dwellings. 

League of Nations, Official Journal, February, 1928, pp. 236-237. 

10* Twenty-Seventh Quarterly Report, August 21, 1030, in League of 
Nations, Offijyial Journal, November, 1930, p. iftl. 
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Urban dwellings were mostly constructed by building com- 
panies under contracts made with the Commission, and their 
price differed according to the size from 30,000 to 190,000 
drachmas, or |400 to $2500. By the end of 1929 the Refugee 
Settlement Commission had expended 798,402,532 drachmas 
in urban settlement, while an additional 98,885,818 had been 
spent by the Relief Fund before the urban quarters were 
handed over to the Commission. The total amount of 897,- 
288,350 drachmas is distributed as follows from the point of 
view of the purposes to which it was appropriated; 

Bmldmg 762,695,100 

Woiks of geaeial utility _. . . 71,783,068 

MamtenaaLe, admiaistiatioa, survey, aad salaiies of techaical 

stafi 62,810,1841“ 

Parallel with this work of sheltering the refugees were 
their efforts to obtain the means of subsistence. There were 
two ways in which the Greek government tried to help these 
efforts. First, it began public works of all kinds in all parts of 
Greece. Great numbers of laborers among the refugees thus 
found gainful employment. Moreover, it succeeded in obtain- 
ing from the National Bank of Greece, which created a special 
department for this purpose, the grant of vocational loans to 
small laborers and artisans among the refugees. Between July 
and December 31, 1925, the National Bank advanced the sum 
of 138,000,000 drachmas to 21,886 refugee tradesmen. These 
advances have been repaid remarkably well. These refugee 
Greeks, with their alertness, industry, and persistence, and 
aided by this direct help, have been able to reestablish their 
business or calling. 

According to the reports of the Commission, aside from 
this assistance, and the support of all kinds they received from 
the Greek people, the refugees relied mainly on their own 
labor and intelligence. "During three years at least, the urban 
refugees, urged by some strange instinct, were continually on 
the move. There are very few urban families which have not 
flitted again and again from one large town to another in 
order to see with their own eyes the possibilities offered by 

League of UTations, Official Journal, November, 1930, p. 1481. 
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each locality visited. , . . Gradually families have sorted 
themselves out in such a way that each is now settled in the 
locality it considers most suitable. The process is terminated, 
and what neither the State nor any form of management could 
have accomplished when the refugees were arriving in Greece, 
namely, the selection for each category of the locality in which 
it would be most likely to settle down without difficulty, has 
been achieved by the refugees themselves.” The excessive 
growth of urban centres had certainly many disadvantages. 
But excess of urban population has always been a char- 
acteristic of Hellenism in Turkey, where the Greeks have 
for centuries congregated in the great cities in Thrace and 
Asia Minor, the powerful centres of intellectual or social 
life.i«® 

In one of its reports the Commission described the condi- 
tion of the urban refugees in the summer of 1928, distinguish- 
ing them into three classes, as follows ' 

1. Refugees who were able to make for themselves an 
enviable or even brilliant position in trade, industry, banking, 
or the liberal professions in Greece. Most of these had brought 
parts of their fortunes from Turkey, but some had arrived in 
Greece without capital. 

2. The second and moat numerous class of refugees had 
been able to build up a new life in Greece by dint of hard 
work, perseverance, energy, good sense, or ingenuity, and had 
a comfortable existence or a modest livelihood. 

3. A third class, less numerous than the second, but larger 
than the first, comprised those refugees who were still in an 
undesirable condition. They were of two categories: (a) those 
who in their country of origin occupied a good social and 
economic position, but, owing to repeated ill-luck or unsuc- 
cess, had been unable to establish themselves m their adopted 
country, keeping up, perhaps, a decent appearance at the price 
of privations of all sorts; and (b) working-class people, small 
shopkeepers, artisans, laborers, or unemployed, who were vege- 
tating or living a hand-to-mouth existence. They represented 

los Nineteenth Quaiteily Report, in League of Nations, Official Journal, 
October, 1928, p 1706 
pp. 1703-04. 
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the misfits that accumulate and ferment in large urban centres. 

In the next two years the situation of this third class of 
town refugees appears to have improved, as the writer was 
able to learn on his visit to Greece. The large public works 
(.roads, drainage, etc.) to which a new impetus was given by 
the government of Mr. Venizelos, provided work for great 
numbers of refugees. It is the class of middlemen and of small 
traders that seems to be the most severely suffering in the 
large cities, such as Saloniki. 

The first class of urban refugees above referred to needs a 
number of remarks. It includes a large percentage of people 
who have nothing in common with the hungry and destitute 
refugees who swarmed into the villages and towns of Greece. 
They were inhabitants of Constantinople and its neighbor- 
hood, Smyrna, Aivali, and other great centres in Turkey, where 
they were leaders in liberal professions, in banking, shipping, 
commerce, and industry. These persons brought to Greece not 
only their great abilities in &eir respective callings, and 
especially their long tradition and experience in organization 
and international commerce, but also their capital. Although 
no data exist as to the amount of the capital thus imported 
into Greece, it must have been very large, if we may judge 
from the great development that followed immediately after 
the coming of these people into Greece in the great centres of 
the country, such as Athena, Piraeus, Saloniki, etc., and from 
the economic depression in Turkey occasioned by their 
departure. 

Great as have been the effects of the importation of this 
capital into Greece, especially in the years of stress and diffi- 
culties after the military disaster in Asia Minor, the influence 
of this class of refugees in reorganizing and invigorating the 
economic life of the people has been greater still. The men of 
business in Old Greece were distinctly provincial in outlook, 
and their capacity to compete in the international market was 
limited. The refugee bankers, shipowners, and merchants, who 
l^ad held in their hands most of the foreign trade of Turkey, 
were much superior to the ordinary merchant or banker of 
Old Greece, Furthermore, they brought into Greece not only 
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their experieuco and capital, but also a body of employees and 
specialists. 

The result was that in the largo centres a new spirit per- 
meated the economic life of Greece, and that a short space of 
time saw the rise and development of new industries, which 
used to advantage the raw materials produced in the country, 
such as wool, cotton, fruits, tobacco, etc. Thus, to mention 
only two examples, the production of woollen stuffs and fabrics 
jumped from 1,700,000 yards in 1922 to 2,600,000 in 1926, and 
the production of cement from 37,000 tons to 60,000 in the 
same year. Special mention must be made of the carpet in- 
dustry, arts and crafts, and fisheries. 

§ 421. Oriental carpets. The peasants in Old Greece pos- 
sessed from time immemorial the domestic art of making 
carpets from the wool of their flocks. But these were of an 
inferior type, totally different from the famous Oriental car- 
pets of knotted points made on a high warp. Thus the Oriental 
carpet industry was transplanted to Greece only with the com- 
ing of the refugees, when it took root both in rural colonies 
and in urban oeirtres. Aboht 11,000 specialist refugee women 
workers were occupied in 1928 in the manufacture of carpets, 
employing 5600 looms with an annual production exceeding 
250,000 square metres or 300,000 square yards. A sum of 
£100,000 from the supplementary second Refugee Loan was 
devoted by the Commission to encouraging the carpet indus- 
try.ioT The main centre of the industry is the quarter of Ionia 
in the Athenian suburbs. The qualities manufactured in Greece 
are the six chief products of Anatolia, Uchak, Giord&s, Per- 
games, Sparta, Sivas, and a new quality, Seldjuk, specially 
manufactured for the American market. The carpet, although 
an industrial product, is also an artistic product in the com- 
position of the design and the combination of tones. 

The government created in 1929 an autonomous "Greek 
Carpet-making Organization,” with the purpose of protecting 
the production and encouraging the sale of carpets. The organ- 
ization was granted special rights as regards collecting its 

111 Nroeteeath. Quarterly Report, in League of Nations, Offiml Jowrnal, 
October, 1928, p. 1701. 
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advances and loans, A special tax on raw materials (wool and 
cotton yarn) was paid into account of the Organization.^®® 

§ 422. Arts and crafts. With the view of providing work 
for urban refugees and taking advantage of the traditional 
abilities of refugees, the Commission devoted the sum of 
£12,320 4s. 7 d. to encouraging certain domestic arts and crafts. 
For centuries past, the Pontians have been renowned for the 
manufacture of copper articles, the inhabitants of Ionian cities 
and the Dardanelles for pottery, and the Caucasians for 
leather and silver objects. On the other hand, women refugees 
were experienced in weaving fine silk tissues or woollen rugs. 
The sum allocated by the Commission served to organize the 
production and marketing of tiiese different products.^®® 

When the Commission was womid up, a Corporation was 
created to take up the Arts and Crafts service, so that the 
work could be continued and fmther developed. This service 
included especially the following industries; ^^® 

(1) The Kiutahia pottery. This industry, a specialty of 
the village of that name in Asia Minor, is derived from Per- 
sian art. The refugee artisans tried to revive this art, the secret 
of which they possessed, having handed it down as a cherished 
tradition from father to son. After many unsuccessful at- 
tempts, the industry reached in 1929 a stage where great 
artistic and commercial progress appeared likely. A loan of 
600,000 drachmas was granted by the Commission. 

(2) Fancy materials and embroideries. These industries 
were established in various localities in Greece. Thus, in Crete 
the domestic industry of woven materials, with designs and 
characteristics of its own, had begun to decline. This has been 
revived and reorganized by private enterprise, not as formerly 
to produce goods of the ordinary class, but to meet the grad- 
ually increasing demand for wticles of luxury. As a result of 
a loan of 100,000 drachmas from the Commission, the organ- 
ization of the 'Double Axe,’ the Minoan emblem, spread 
among the inhabitants of the urban districts of Crete. 

League (rf Nations, Offloial Journal, July, 1029, pp. 1193-94: June. 1930 
Hp. 726-W. 

MB League of Nations, Offieial Journal, October. 1923. p. 1701. 

November, 1920, pp, 1747-48. 
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A similar undertaking has been established at Zante, with 
the aid of 125,000 drachmas from the Commission, refugee 
labor being employed. At Saloniki and Fiorina loans were 
granted to weavers from Broussa who had the tradition of the 
manufacture of the beautiful fabrics of that district. At Athens 
a loan of 150,000 drachmas was granted to the Diacosmitiki 
Decoration Company, established by refugees from Smyrna. 

(3) The silk- working industry was steadily growing in 
Macedonia, and a loan of 500,000 drachmas was advanced by 
the Commission. 

(4) Workshops at Athens. Silverware and chased and 
enamelled articles were formerly important industries in 
Epirus and Northern Macedonia. The bazaars of Janina and 
Kastoria were famed for such articles. Today there are still 
clever artisans, but the market is shrinking. The refugees 
brought a very similar art from the interior of Asia Minor. 
A loan of 150,000 drachmas was advanced for a workshop for 
objeta d’art, silver work, and enamel ware, and another of 
100,000 for a workshop for pure enamel ware, both of which 
have been established by refugees. 

§ 423. Fisheries. At certain points along the coast, in par- 
ticular the coast of the Peninsula of Chalcidice, in the channel 
of the Euripos between Euboea and the mainland, and on the 
coast of Attica, the Commission established refugee fishing 
villages. In these were settled seafaring and fishing folk, 
mostly from the Bosphorus and the Princes’ Islands. In addi- 
tion to a dwelling and a small shop, and ground for a vineyard, 
orchard, or vegetable garden, nets and sail, steam, or motor- 
driven boats were acquired by Ihese settlers, usually in groups 
of six or eight heads of families. They were, in general, skilled 
in the harvests of the sea; they located fishing grounds and 
introduced new fishing appliances into Greece. They thus gave 
a new stimulus to fishing in Greece, where pisci culture was 
badly neglected, and the local fishermen employed most prim- 
itive methods. Although complete statistics are lacking, in 
the GiiJf of Euboea alone 390,000 more kilogrammes were 
caught in 1923 than in 1922.^^^ 

Ill Greek Itefugee Settlement, pp. 186-187. 
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§ 424. Works of public health and general utility. The 
liberal interpretation by the Commission of the clause of the 
Geneva Protocol providing that expenditure was only to be 
incurred for productive work is shown by the fact that the 
Commission incurred expenditure for certain major works, the 
return from which it would be di£6.cult to calculate, but the 
necessity of which is apparent if the settlement of the refugees 
was to have a sound and permanent basis. These works are 
the improvement of public health and of communications. 

§ 425. Public health improvement. Macedonik and Thrace 
were two provinces of Greece where malaria played havoc. 
Marshes abounded all over these regions. Refugees suffered 
from malaria even more than from any other of the ills visited 
upon them since they were driven from their homes. At 
first great use was made of quinine as a prophylactic. The 
American Red Cross despatched whole tons of it to keep the 
refugees in health.^^® More substantial and radical means were 
soon put into execution, such as schemes of drainage and pre- 
cautions against mosquitoes. The whole sanitary situation in 
the regions where refugees were established was precarious 
during the first years. 

The Commission decided from the beginning of 1925 to 
take the sanitary conditions in hand more vigorously than 
before. It adopted a scheme for the establishment of dis- 
pensaries in small agricultural centres to which a certain num- 
ber of neighboring villages were afl&liated. The inhabitants of 
these villages had the right to Uie services of a doctor ap- 
pointed by the Commission, to medicines, and to the dis- 
tribution of quinine. A payment was fixed for medicines and 
quinine, but families known to be without means received 
them free. The cost of setting up these dispensaries and of 
the doctors’ and pharmacists’ salaries was debited to each 
refugee individually in equal shares.^^® 

iifcLeajtufe oi Nationa, Oficial Journal, April, 1924, p. 588; ibU., ApiU, 1926, 

Pi 611. 

“•Sfarth Quarterly Report of the Commission, in League of Nations, 
OMedal Journal, August, 1926, p 1066. Some of these dispensaries were sub- 
sequsujily' bought by the refugee colonies. 
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The effect of these measures was most encouraging. In 
the first nine months of 1926, in Macedonia, among a popu- 
lation of 413,804 settled refugees the average death rate was 
19 per thousand per annum, while the average birth rate for 
the same population over the same period was 29 per thou- 
sand. In Thrace, among a population of 63,572 settled refu- 
gees, the average rates were 20 for deaths and 30 for births. 
The situation as to malaria had appreciably improved. In the 
three worst months, July, August, and September, the number 
of cases of malaria treated by the service of the Commission 
in Macedonia was 26,733, with only 100 deaths.^^^ 

In Chalcidice successful experiments were made with the 
use of Schweinfurth-green for destroying the anopheles mos- 
quito. From the month of March onwards a territory of about 
one thousand stremmata of. marsh was treated every ten days 
by spraying the surface of the stagnant water with Schwein- 
furth-green, the effect of which was to destroy the larvae and 
prevent new cases of malaria. In 1928 a nurseiy of eucalyptus 
plants was laid down. This species grows rapidly m wet soil 
and possesses antimiasmatio properties which are valuable 
against malaria. 

By an agreement of the Commission with the General 
Staff of the Army, squads of engineers cooperated with the 
services of the Commission for the execution of minor sanitary 
works.^^® 

Marshlands of great extent and most dangerous swamps 
were found in Macedonia in the districts watered by the rivers 
Axios, Strymon and Haliakmon and near certain lakes. These 
were great malaria centres and their clearance and drainage 
would considerably improve the hygienic conditions of the 
districts. But the Commission did not feel that it could under- 
take a work of such a scope and left it to the Greek govern- 
ment.^^® 

When, at the end of 1929, the Commission turned over to 
the government the Health Service established by it in Mace- 

ii« Eighth Quarterly Report of the Commiasioa, in League of Nationa, 
Official Journal, February, 1926, p. 328. 

n® League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1926, p. 668. 
w«2bid., July, 1927, p. 944. 
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donia, the service comprised 59 dispensaries and 145 medical 
officers and chemists. At that lime Greece had drawn up, with 
the aid of the health officers whom the League of Nations had 
sent to Greece, a scheme for a national service of public 
health. Most of the 59 dispensaries had their own premises, 
which contained, besides the examination and waiting rooms, 
comfortable quarters for the medical officers, the pharmacists, 
and their families. 

By the end of 1929 the birth rate among the refugees was 
45.7 per thousand and the death rate 12.6. 

The malaria and other hardships had occasioned another 
danger to health. The Refugee Settlement Commission noted 
the prevalence of tuberculosis among the refugees in its Re- 
port to the Council dated February 17, 1928. Relations were 
then established between the Commission and the Health 
Organization of the League of Nations, with the hope that 
the latter might render assistance to the Commission and the 
Greek government in dealing with this situation.^^'^ An anti- 
tuberculosis programme for Greece was outlined in May, 1928, 
in a report by Professor Leon Bernard, which was supported 
by a memorandum by Dr, Copanaris, Director of the Public 
Health Service in Greece. The Medical Director of the League, 
Dr. L. Rajchman, was requested to study a detailed plan for 
carrying out this programme. The programme advocated the 
establishment of dispensaries, hospital accommodation, and 
organization for the protection of children, and notably the 
setting up of villages for the reception of tuberculosis cases 
and their families.^^® 

A microbiological laboratory was founded in 1928 in 
Saloniki, which was to collaborate with the Pasteur Institute 
at Athens in preparing vaccines, sera, and anti-tuberculosis 
vaccine B, C. G.^^® 

§ 426. Improvement of communications. In some districts 
there was such a complete absence of roads as to impede the 
utilization of fertile regions otherwise suitable for the settle- 
ment of refugees. Two of these districts, in particular, re- 


117 League of Nations, Ofioial Jawnal, April, 1928, pp. 463,480. 
nsjfWsi., July, 1^, p. 970; October, 1928, p. 1700. 

October, 1028, p. 1609. 
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ceived the attention of the CommiBsion, namely, the district 
of Ossenitza and Bukia, to the northeast of the river Nestos, 
and the district of Grevena in Western Macedonia. In the 
first, 1600 families were settled by the Commission to 1927. 
With better communications a further 3000 families could be 
settled there.^^® 

Whenever it was possible to remedy the situation at small 
expense, the Commission authorized its services in Macedonia 
to have local roads and bridges constructed by the communes. 
Thirty-one bridges were thus constructed in Macedonia. On 
the other hand, six piers were constructed in fishing villages 
along the coast.^®^ 

An inspection tour in the winter of 1927-28 was made to 
ascertain the reasons for the failure of colonization in a part 
of the district of Drama, north of the river Nestos and close 
to the Bulgarian frontier. Out of about 2000 families that the 
Commission had established there, 1000 only had remained. 
The soil and climate were very favorable for the colonization, 
but the district was isolated from social and commercial 
centres. The road from Drama to this district was in very bad 
condition, and there was no bridge over the Nestos, except 
one used only for railway trafl&c. The difficulties of com- 
munication raised the prices of commodities excessively. For 
these reasons the settlers left this fertile region and descended 
to the plain of Drama. It could not be doubted that the region 
was naturally so advantageous that more than 10,000 families 
could be settled there.^®® 

In accordance with the provisions of the new Protocol of 
1927, authorizing the supplementary loan of £3,000,000 for 
the work of settlement, and with the authorization of the 
Council of the League, in March, 1928, the sum of 52,500,000 
drachmas, or £150,000, was provided for the construction of 
two sections of road and a bridge in the above region.^®® 

ISO Fotuteenth Quarterly Eepoit of the Oonuniaaion, jn League of Nations, 
Official Journal, July, 1927, p. 946. 

isi League of NaUona, OffixiaL Journal, October, 1928, p. 1700 

iss Seventeenth Report of the Commission, in Leaguo of Nations, Offiusml 
Journal, April, 1928, pp. 482-483. 

12“ Eighteenth Repoit of the Commission, in League of Nations, Offixnal 
Journal, July, 1928, p. 1048; Nineteenth Report, thid., Oetobei', 1928, p. 1700. 
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§ 427. Use of the funds by the Commission. The balance- 
sheet of the Commission on June 30, 1930, six and a half years 
after the beginning of its work, was as follows: 


Liabilities 




£ 

8. 

d. 

Proceeds of the 7% 1924 Loan 




9,970,016 

6 

9 

Proceeds of the 6% 1926 Loan 




499,769 

17 

0 

Proceeds of the 4% 1929 Loan 




2,503,278 

16 

1 

Pecoipts (interest, tithe, etc.) . ... 




805,084 

10 

1 

Bonds paid in by refugees agamst their debts. 



366,216 

0 

0 

Various liabilities 




211,477 

1 

5 

Various per contia accounts 




384,314 

14 

1 





£14,739,146 

6 

6 

Assets 







Balance available at the Bank and cash 

< • • • 

• • « 

700,368 

5 

3 

Bonds deposited 


* . . • 

• . . 

366,216 

0 

0 

Beceivable advances 


. . » . 

• « . 

11,023 

0 

5 

Expenditure : 

£ 

8. 

d. 




Agricultural settlement 

10,422,931 

16 

2 




Urban settlement 

2,011,468 

7 

3 




Arts and crafts 

12,320 

4 

7 




Carpet industry 

100,000 

0 

0 




Central administration 

230,024 

4 

6 




Furniture and fittings 

26,753 

2 

9 




Service for the compensation 







of agricultural refugees 

12,136 

7 

11 








£12,816,623 

3 

2 

Sums applied for the ordinary service of the 

7% 




1924 loan 


• * • » 

• • * 

216,593 

2 

1 

Sums applied for the extraordinaiy amortisation of 




the 7% 1924 loan 


« . . • 

» » « 

166,000 

0 

6 

Various per contra accounts 


— 

... 

384,314 

14 

1 





£14,739,146 

6 

6 


The Commission placed credits for purposes of coloniza- 
tion at the disposal of its three Directorates as follows from 
January 1, 1924, to December 31, 1929: 


Drachmas 

Directorate-General of Macedonia 2,405,098,463 or 73 % 

Directorate of Thrace 385,106,069 or 11.7% 

Directorate of Old Grecco, Bpirus, and the Islands. . . . 502,898,918 or 15.3% 


Total 3,293,102,450 


This amount is equal to about £9,408,864, at the rate of 
360 drachmas per pound sterling, which is about the average 
of the rate of conversion of drachmas to pounds sterling since 
tile constitution of the Commission. 

*a*L6a|!ue of Nations, Official Journal, November, 1930, pp. 1487-89. 
pp. 1474-70. 
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The expenditure for colonization includes payments made 
on behalf of the rural refugees for cattle, houses, agricultural 
implements, cadastral survey, works of general utility, public 
health, cost of administration, etc. 

On the other hand, the Commission expended for urban 
establishment 798,402,532 drachmas. This sum and in addi- 
tion 98,885,818 drachmas spent by the Relief Fund of the 
Greek government was distributed as follows : 

Drachmas 

Old Greece and the Islands 672,619,717 or 63.8% 

Macedonia 121,652,877 or 13.6% 

Thrace 203,116,766 or 22.6% 

Total 897,288,350 or £2,563,681 

Thus less money was spent in urban estabhshment in 
Macedonia than in the other regions, whereas Macedonia 
absorbed most of the credits for purposes of colonization. 

In another place the organization and staff of the Com- 
mission are described. Their cost, which may be termed the 
‘general expenses' of the Commission, has been somewhat 
high. In the first three years, 1924-26, when the work of settle- 
ment was in its fuU swing, the general expenses of the Com- 
mission were moderate, their proportion to the total expendi- 
ture being 8.36 per cent.^*® During the latter part of 1926 and 
1927 the Commission was uncertain whether a new loan would 
be forthcoming for the completion of the settlement, and was, 
accordingly, very cautious in expending its funds. However, 
in anticipation of the conclusion of the supplementary plan, 
it maintained its complete organization intact. This raised the 
proportion of general expenses to a very high figure. Thus, the 
budget of 1927 called for the following expenditure: 

1. General expenses £ 306,831 

2. ITiban and rural settlement, fresh credits. . 607,433 

3. Balance of 1926 credits 537,666 


issThe total expenditure at the end of 1926 was £8,609,647 9 s. 7 d., and 
the general expenses £664,112. See Thirteenth Quarterly Beport, in League of 
Nations, Official Journal, April, 1927, pp. 517-618. 

1*7 Fourteenth Quarterly Report of the Commission, in League of Nations, 
Official Journal, 1927, p. 936. 
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Orj of a total of £1,350,820, the general expenses formed 
22.64 per cent. In 1928 and the first half of 1929, while the 
supplementary loan was being expended, the proportion of 
general expenses was reduced to a little over 10%. Although 
no figures have been published as to the general expenses for 
the whole period from 1924 to 1930, it would seem that the 
proportion to the general cost of settlement was well over 
10%. It is known that the proportion of the cost of the pro- 
vincial administration to the cost of colonization in the three 
Directorates was as follows: 

Total cost of Coat of ad- 

oolonization minialratioiiL % 


Macedonia Dr. 2,406,098,463 270,296,996 1123 

Thrace “ 386,105,069 42,081,634 10.9 


Old Greece, Spirua, and the Islands “ 602,898,918 39,844,921 7.9 

The Commission heard many criticisms on the question of 
general expenses from several quarters. In one of its reports 
the Commission defended the high proportion of general ex- 
penses on the ground of its non-permanent character and the 
necessity of a numerous staff to hear and decide the number- 
less questions arising because of the hurried settlement of the 
refugees. Moreover, as the work of the Commission was being 
terminated, its expenses were more and more becoming over- 
head. It would seem that the character of the Commission, a 
sort of government in itself, rendered inevitable a high per- 
centage of general expenses. 

§ 428. Sums spent by the Greek Government. Besides the 
proceeds of the two loans expended by the Commission for 
the refugee settlement, the Greek government devoted part 
of its budgetary resources to the satisfaction of the urgent 
needs of the refugees both before and after the Commis- 
sion began its work. The expenditure by the Greek govern- 
ment from April 1, 1922, to December 31, 1926, was as 
follows: 

138 See Twenty-Seventh Quarterly Report, August 21, 1930, in League of 
Nations, Oficid Journal, November, 1980, ijp. 147i-76. The low percentage of 
general espenaes in tiie third Directorate is explained by the fact that the 
orsaniisation and staff under it were of much less impoitance than in the two 
olmer Directorates. 

Twenty-I'iist Quarterly Report, in League of Nations, Official Journal, 
April, 1929, p. 706. 
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Assistance, 

Financial Tyanspovtation, 

year Housing, etc. Settlement Total 

1922- 23 £ 831,77S £ 228,210 £1,059.985 

1923- 24 847,980 667,405 1,515,385 

1924- 25 1,356,125 363,850 1,719,975 

1925- 26 1,194,040 67,000 1,261,040 

Second half of 1926 387,250 342,106 729,365 

Total £4,617,170 £1,668,670 £6,285,740““ 


To this amount must be added £438,515 which the state 
expended for the maintenance of orphans, who, for the most 
part, are refugee children. The government, moreover, has 
spent various sums since 1927 which in great part are destined 
for the improvement of the condition of the refugees, but 
which are so mixed with sums expended for the benefit of 
natives that no accurate figures can be given. 

§ 429. Indemnification of refugees and emigrants. We 
have seen above how the Greek emigrants from Bulgaria 
were paid by orders of the Mixed Greco-Bulgarian Comnais- 
sion following the liquidation of their properties. The Greek 
emigrants and refugees from Turkey could not expect a pay- 
ment of the same kind, since no liquidation of their properties 
was undertaken by the Mixed Greco-Turkish Commission. 
In fact, as seen above,'®* following the Angora Convention of 
June 30, 1930, the neutral members of this Commission 
handed down an advisory opinion to the effect that no liqui- 
dation be undertaken of the properties of the exchanged 
populations. There remained, however, a moral obligation for 
each government, Greek and Turkish, to indemnify the ex- 
changeable populations in view of the provisions, especially, 
of article 14 of the Convention of Lausanne: “The emigrant 
shall in principle be entitled to receive in the country to 
which he emigrates, as representing the sums due to him, 

180 'xhese figures are given by Mr. Pallis, a member of the Refugee Settle- 
ment Commission, in his OoUection of Prmoipal Statistios eonoeming the 
change of Populations (in Greek) (Atheiu, 1929), p. 6. On the other hand, 
Mr. Tsouderos, Vice-President of the National Bank of Greece, in his study. 
The Indemnification of Exchangeables (in Greek) (Athens, 1927), p. 6, gives 
the figures of expenditure of the Gieek government from 1912 to the end of 
1926 on account of the refugees for assistance, shelter, and settlement as a 
total of 2,240,019,318 di'achmas, or £16,866,695. 

lo'- See supra, p. 299. 

188 See supra, p. 672. 
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property of a value equal to and of the same nature as that 
which he has left behind.” 

Since the appraisal and liquidation of properties was 
abandoned, the above provision of article 14 taken out of the 
other provisions of the Convention to which it was related, 
could only mean that the Greek refugees should divide among 
themselves the fund constituted by the property left in 
Greece by the Moslem emigrants. The larger part of this 
fund, namely, the agricultural lands in general and the rural 
buildings left by the Moslems, was assigned to the Refugee 
Settlement Commission by the government in accordance 
with the Geneva Protocol of 1923. How this part of the 
fund was used to indemnify the rural refugees shall be seen 
below. 

The other part, consisting chiefly of urban premises, was 
turned over by the Greek government to the National Bank 
of Greece by an agreement dated May 5, 1925, which provided 
for the liquidation of this property for the benefit of urban 
refugees and emigrants.^®^ The value of the latter property 
was estimated at over four biUion drachmas.^®* The National 
Bank of Greece was authorized to issue bonds to the value of 
three biUion drachmas, to be secured on the value of the above 
property, which was to be sold at auction by degrees. The 
interest of the bonds at 8% was guaranteed by the state. The 
refugees received these bonds "on account of' their claims, 
assessed as hereinafter explained, one-fifth in cash and four- 
fifths in bonds, in compensation for their properties left in 
Turkey. The bonds were redeemable at par in proportion as 
the property was sold by the bank. 

The assessment of claims of refugees was made as follows. 
Special commissions, composed of refugee natives of the Hg.Tnp 
district as the oladmants, appraised the value of the property 
abandoned in Turkey. A superior council, composed of gov- 
ernment oflBicials and representatives of refugees, revised such 


League of Nations, 
weetioa of 


0M<M /oimal Apul, 1927, p, 619. See on iftie 


. j 1 p* oLv, oee on line 

A to ^ugees, Teouderos, The IndemnifioaUon of Mxe. 

(jn Greek), (Attoa, 1M7). ProtonotMioB, The Refugee Problem 
pp (Aliiens, 1929). See also Eddy, Greece and the Qteeh Befugeee, 

t estates were turned over to the National Bank of Greece i 
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assessments as were found to be exaggerated. To September 
30, 1027, a total of 141,249 claims were recognized, represent- 
ing a total value of 93,908,589 Turkish pounds gold, or an 
average of 665 Turkish pounds gold per beneficiary. The Na- 
tional Bank paid to each beneficiary a sum in bonds repre- 
senting a certam percentage of the sum awarded, on the basis 
of a scale determined by a vote of the National Assembly of 
April 3, 1925. The average sum actually paid by the Bank was 
32,648 drachmas or 91.2 Turkish pounds gold. The relative 
soundness of this financial plan was upset by the fact that 
payments were made to refugees before determination of the 
total of claims. On September 30, 1927, about 120,000 claims 
were stiU in suspense, and the smn still to be awarded was esti- 
mated at about 42,000,000 Timkish pounds gold. To compen- 
sate these claimants on the same scale as the others, a sum 
of about 5,400,000 Turkish pounds gold, or 1,800,000,000 
drachmas, was required.^®® This was provided by a further 
transfer of estates by the Greek government to the National 
Bank of Greece. A new convention with this bank, under date 
of April 14, 1928, authorized the issue of further 8% bonds 
for an amount of 3,000,000,000 drachmas. These bonds had 
no equivalent property behind them and the government had 
to pledge its revenues to their service. 

An attempt was made in 1928 after Mr. Venizelos came 
into power to reduce the interest of all these bonds allotted to 
refugees from 8% to Q% in order to alleviate the burden of 
the government. This attempt failed in view of the hostility 
of the refugees to this measure. However, a compromise was 
reached under which the interest of 8% was maintained for 
all bonds issued to refugees while the interest of bonds au- 
thorized but not issued was reduced to 6%. 

On July 31, 1929, the situation with regard to payments 
in bonds was as foUows: 

8 pel cent bonds outstanding .Dr. 3,727,760,000 

6 per cent bonds authoiized... " 1,650,000,000 

Total Dr. 6,377,760,000 

On the other hand, cash payments 
to the end of 1929 lepresented a total of . Di 1,223,626,841 

isB League of Nations, Official Journal, February, 1928, p. 233. 

189 Eddy, Greece and the Greek Rejugees, p. 266. 
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The Greek government proposed that the Commission 
should accept the bonds issued to urban refugees in settle- 
ment of their debts to the Commission. They were to be re- 
ceived on a provisional account, and when they were redeemed, 
their equivalent in sterling was to be placed finally to the 
credit of the refugee debtor; also the interest of the bonds was 
to be credited to the refugee. The Commission accepted this 
proposal, which, as is clear, had many advantages for the 
refugees and for the Commission.^®'^ 

The rural refugees received their indemnity for properties 
left in Turkey in a similar way, although in this case, as 
practically all were settled by the Commission or by the gov- 
ernment, the indemnity was granted by way of compensation 
or set-off between the indemnity and the settlement debts of 
the refugees. The scheme for this compensation formed first 
the subject of an agreement between the Commission and the 
Ministry of Agriculture, which was signed on November 7, 
1927,188 However, this was never carried into effect, and was 
replaced by the agreements of 1930, which are considered 
below.^*® 

§ 430. Repayments by the refugees. The refugees began 
to make repayments to the Commission on their debts in 
1925. The system of collection was organized on the basis of 
the gradual transformation of the rural colonies into coopera- 
tive societies. Under the Decree of Jxme 6, 1923, these colonies 
formed legal persons, whose members were jointly and sev- 
erally responsible for their debts. These groups later became 
cooperative societies based upon the principle of collective 
responsibility. No rigid system for repayments by agricultural 
refugees was made. No fixed annuity in proportion to their 
debts was asked of the refugees, but a sum fixed on a very 
variable basis, taking into account the economic situation of 
each colony.^*® 

Of the payments made by the refugees, 75% of the pay- 

Thirteenth Quarterly Report of the Commiesion, in League of Nations. 
Offidai Jovmalf April, 1927, p. 520. 

SixteMilh Report in League of Nations, Ogioial Jowmal, February, 1928, 
^ See in/ra, 1 430. 

League of Nations, Official Journal, April, 1927, p. 619. 
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ments on account of capital constituted the extraordinary 
amortization and the rest was used for settlement. The follow- 
ing tabic shows the repayments by refugees. 


1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 


Regular amorti- 
zation paid by 

Pa3nnents 

by 

refugees 

the Greek gov- 
ernment 

.... £469,048 

£ 26,465 

.... 919,708 

81,074 

.... 914,852 

148,284 

.... 911,702 

167,291 


Extraordinary 

amortization 


£16,124 

60,847 

24,114 

15,029 


A number of refugees made payments higher than those 
required of them.^^^ However, the return from urban settle- 
ments caused much anxiety to the Commission. The refugees 
were reluctant to pay for the houses occupied by them, assert- 
ing that these had been given them by the government as a 
compensation for losses incurred in connection with their real 
property in Turkey. They were, however, willing to pay, if the 
Commission, instead of charging rent, would accept annual 
payments from the refugees for the purchase of the houses. 
The Commission, concurring in this view, assessed the houses 
at their cost price and offered them for sale, fixing the period 
for payment at fifteen years and the rate of interest and amor- 
tization at 8 per cent. At first this plan had little success. 

The Greek government soon paid compensation to the 
urban refugees. This brought them some relief; it satisfied 
their demands against the government and permitted them to 
begin to meet their annuities.^^® From the beginning of the 
year 1927 payments by the refugees showed a considerable 
increase, a clear sign of their increasing prosperity. This was 
true of agricultural as well as urban refugees.^'‘® 

In anticipation of the dissolution of the Commission at 
the end of 1930, a convention was signed at Geneva between 
the Greek government and the Refugee Settlement Commis- 
sion on January 24, 1930.^ This Convention stipulated, in 

141 Twelfth Quarterly Report of lie GonHuiBsion, in. League of Nations, 
Official Journal, February, 1927, p. 230. 

142 Thirteenth Quarterly Report of the Commission, in League of Nations, 
Official Journal, April, 1927, p. 519. 

Fourteenth Quarterly Report of the Commission, in League of Na- 
tions, Official Journal, July, 1927, pp. 939-940. 

144 League of Nations, Official Journal, June, 1930, pp. 730-735. 
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particular, in articles 9 to 16, the way in which the debts of 
refugees were to be settled. 

As regards agricultural refugees, the debit side of the 
account of each refugee was formed by: 

(o) The amount or value of all advances, in cash or in 
kind, made to him by the Commission, and of debts 
due the Greek government which had been transferred 
to the Commission; 

(b) The value of the agricultural lot which he had re- 
ceived; 

(c) The value of the house supplied and of the land ap- 
purtenant thereto; 

(d) An amount for interest on the debt due. 

On the credit side there were entered’ 

(а) All payments made to the Commission on account of 
the debt and also all amounts equivalent to the nomi- 
nal value of any bonds deposited by the refugee con- 
cerned as security for his debt; 

(б) The portion of the indemnity adjudged by the Greek 
government payable to him and to dependent mem- 
bers of his family in respect of the property which he 
and the said dependent members formerly possessed 
in Turkey. 

The amount shown on the debit side, after deduction of 
the credit account, was the debt due by the refugee to the 
Commission. If the balance was in favor of the refugee, it was 
to be liquidated by the Greek government. 

As regards urban refugees, on the debit side of the account 
were entered: ’ 

(a) The amount or value of all advances in cash or in 
kind, and the value of the house, if any, supplied by 
the Commission, including additional charges to cover 
the cost of general administration, transport, and 
ptiier expenses; 

' (Jh) ’ *9*® of the lot which the refugee had received; 

^^^-^PWtfor interest on the debt due. 
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On the credit side were to be included all payments made 
to the Commission on account of the debt, and also all 
amounts equivalent to the nommal value of any bonds de- 
posited by the refugee concerned as security for the payment 
of his debt. 

As regards refugees to whom 'professional loans' had been 
granted, and agricultural refugees other than those exchanged 
under the Convention of Lausanne,^*® the debit side of their 
account was formed as that of agricultural refugees and the 
credit side as that of urban refugees. 

The debts due to the Refugee Settlement Commission by 
the agricultural refugees were to be collected by the Agricul- 
tural Bank of Greece and the debts due by the urban refugees 
were to be collected by the National Bank of Greece or the 
Bank of Greece. 

On March 27, 1930, a further agreement was reached be- 
tween the Commission and the government, as follows: 

1. The balance of the debts of the agricultural refugees 
was to be repaid in fifteen years from January 1, 1931. Inter- 
est was to be charged only as from January 1, 1931. 

2. The rate of interest on these debts was reduced from 
8 per cent, which the Commission had required until 1930, to 
3 per cent. 

3. The rate of interest on arrears was fixed at S per 
cent. 

4. Interest was not to be charged on sums due by agricul- 
tural refugees prior to January 1, 1931. All payments made to 
that date were to be credited in the capital account. 

5. The agricultural refugees were not to be charged with 
the admmistrative expenses of the Refugee Settlement Com- 
mission. 

6. The agricultural refugees were to be debited with the 
value of the land they had received at an average price of 
400 drachmas per stremma of cultivable land (10 strem~ 
mata ~ 1 hectare = 2.471 acres), 

148 These wore, in paiticular, emigrants fiom Bulgan^ Gieek citizens who 
left Tmkay although not subject to exchange, and Gieek lefugees from 
Russia. 

1*9 League of Nations, Official Journal, August, 1930, p 983, 
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The price of 400 drachmas represented the average price 
at which the state indemnified the proprietors in Greece whose 
land had been expropriated under the provisions of the Agra- 
rian Law. 

It could be foreseen that the total of the indemnities due 
to the agricultural refugees for property they possessed in 
Turkey would reach £8,500,000. The total of the refugees’ 
debts, after deduction of the indemnities, was calculated to 
amount to approximately £8,500,000. The total of agricultural 
refugees settled by the Commission being 145,000 families, 
the average debt of each family appeared to be £56 10 s. It 
was then calculated that the annual sum. to be paid toward 
the liquidation of the debt, under the new conditions, reached 
per family about £4 10 s. 

The law authorizing the Greek government to ratify the 
Convention, as thus modified, and to issue decrees to settle 
all questions which, under the terms of the Convention itself, 
require legislative approval, was passed by the Chamber of 
Deputies on April 12, IQSO.^^'^ It is clear from the above that 
the Greek government undertook to shoulder the greater part 
of the burden of the refugee loans and the settlement expendi- 
ture, thus relieving the rural refugees from a substantial part 
of their obligations. The extension of these measures to the 
urban refugees was also considered in the latter part of 1930 
by the Greek government.^*® 

§ 431. Fined liqmdation of the Refugee Settlement Com- 
mission. Early in 1929, the Commission reported to the 
League that its final liquidation could take place in the 
second half of 1930, since its funds would soon be exhausted 
and there was no question of obtaining new funds. It was 
proposed that its winding up would be divided into three 
periods.^®® In the second half of 1929 the extraordinary serv- 
ices established by the CommisBion which were to he taken 
over and maintained by the government should be transferred 

MS See on s.11 this the Twenty-Sixth and Twenty-Seventh Quarterly Re- 
norta of the Conunisaon, in League of Natrone, Offiofol Jtrnnid, August, 1930, 
pp. 97ir-988; November, 1930, pp. 1469-89. 

League of Nations, Official Joierml, July, 1929, pp. 1016, 1186-86. 

pp, 1186-8?. 
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to it. Similarly the permanent services handed over to the 
Commission would automatically return to the government. 
These services, extraordinary and permanent, were: 

(1) The health service established by the Commission in 
Macedonia. 

(2) The agricultural and veterinary services, with the 
model farms and stud farms. 

(3) The rural syndicates’ supervisory service. 

(4) The mechanical cultivation service. 

(5) The irrigation service. 

The Greek government had granted considerable credit 
to the Department of Agriculture as a stimulus to agriculture, 
and the turning over to that Department of the above agri- 
cultural services of the Commission was well advised. 

In the second period, starting at the beginning of 1930, the 
special services involved by the work of colonization were 
to be wound up. These services were: 

(1) Supply, stock, and warehouse services, which could be 
wound up soon after the credits for refugees’ supplies had been 
exhausted. 

(2) Engineer service for the erection of houses on the 
farms. 

(3) Water-supply service, i.e., weUs and aqueducts. 

(4) Urban department and its dependencies. 

(5) Staff and records. 

The last-named service could not be completely done away 
with until all the work was finished. 

The third period was to coincide with the second half of 
1930, and would mark the complete liquidation of the Com- 
mission. There were three services, however, the work of which 
could not be completed by the end of 1930. These were the 
cadastral service, the accounting service, and the collections 
service. The part of the cadastral work concerning the distri- 
bution of land and the granting of legal titles to colonists’ plots 
had progressed slowly, because of the difficulties related else- 
where. It is clear also that the aepounting service could not 
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be abolished so long as the refugee debt collections of the 
Commission continued. 

At the time the Commission proposed to wind up its 
services, the Greek Chamber passed a series of legislative 
measures designed to give a fresh impetus to agriculture in 
aU its branches. In particular, a general Directorate of Agri- 
culture was established, at the head of which was placed Mr. 
Joannes Caramanos, who as Director-General of Colonization 
in Macedonia had helped m the settlement work of the Com- 
mission and was now to contmue and complete that work 
after the dissolution of the Commission.^ Further, the 
Agrarian Bank of Greece was founded and began its work 
with ample resources to come to the aid of agricultural 
production of all kinds through short and long term 
loans to individual farmers and to agricultural cooperative 
societies.^®^ 

On May, 1930, the Council of the League approved the 
Convention signed on Januafy 24, 1930,’®“^ between the Greek 
government and the Refugee Settlement Commission, which 
was intended to contain the provisions that would make it 
possible for the Commission to be dissolved on December 31, 
1930. 

Under this Convention, the Commission transferred to the 
Greek government all property, real and personal, possessed 
by it, and all its rights and claims of every kind. By this trans- 
fer, the Greek government stands in the place of the Commis- 
sion and assumes the discharge of all obligations binding the 
Commission. The property thus turned over includes the agri- 
cultural, veterinary, and allied services; the various stations, 
nurseries, model famas, etc.; the dispensaries, sanitation, and 
water-supply services, hospitals, stocks of medicines, etc. ; aU 
records of a public character, maps, etc. 

As security for the performance by the Greek government 
of its obligations in regard to the service of the Refugee Loan 
of 1-924, the above transfer was made subject to a first charge 


isi League of Nations, Offloied Journal, July, 1929, pp, 1188-89. 
Novuwbei\ 1929, pj?. 174^43. 

' June, 1930, p. 520 

Jiuie, 1930, pp. 730-786. 
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upon all immovable properties belonging to the Commission, 
which was to remain until the Refugee Loan of 1924 had been 
paid in full. However, refugees paying their debts in full are 
entitled to receive title deeds to their lands and houses free 
from any mortgage charge. 

From the collections made as above by the Agricultural 
Bank and the National Bank of Greece or the Bank of Greece 
respectively a sum of £30,000 (£26,000 by the first and £4,000 
by the last two) is to be paid each six months commencing on 
April 20, 1931. Any deficiency in these sums is to be paid by 
the Greek government. An irrevocable mandate, communi- 
cated to the International Financial Commission by the Greek 
government, authorizes it to pay any such deficit from the pro- 
ceeds of the pledged revenues in its possession. This sum of 
£30,000 is to be apphed to the extraordinary amortization of 
the Refugee Loan of 1924 by redeeming bonds of this loan by 
half-yearly drawings at par. This redemption is not to reduce 
the amount of the fixed half-yearly payments due for the 
ordinary service of the loan. 

§ 432. General remarks on the settlement. In the previous 
pages, the gradual establishment of the rural colonists and the 
town refugees has been described. The increase and improve- 
ment in agricultural production of all kinds, the development 
and creation of new industries and arts and crafts through the 
refugees, the initiation of fundamental measures for the im- 
provement of public health have also been noted. 

Without any doubt, the outstanding feature in the settle- 
ment of the refugees is the great stimulus given to progress 
as a result of the pressing demand upon the Greek people to 
shelter, provide with work, and render productive the great 
masses of refugees that swarmed into Greece. This stimulus, 
coming as it did on the morrow of a terrible defeat, served 
not only to repel dismay and demoralization from the hearts 
of the Greek people and to restore confidence, but also to give 
the state and the citizens new ideals, with the strength and 
the determined deshe for peace, concentrated effort, and hard 
work. 

186 See supra, p. 696 
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It is difl&cult to forecast the political effect of the move- 
ment of populations in the Near East. It may be said here, 
however, that whatever the future may keep in store, whether 
the Greek people solve their problems with great or small 
success, the one thing that is certain, the thing that will re- 
main, is the change in the attitude of the Greek people towards 
their problems, the greater courage, the greater energy, the 
greater efficiency, the greater confidence springing up in their 
hearts. 

Another important consequence of the Greek refugee set- 
tlement is the definite Hellenization of Greek Macedonia, and 
the end of the disturbances and ethnic conflicts that have 
marred life, order, and progress in many sections of this un- 
happy region in the past. The large Moslem population and a 
great part of the Bulgarian having evacuated Greek Mace- 
donia under the Conventions, the region is now almost wholly 
Greek, and the war of races in Greek Macedonia is at an end. 
An ethnographical map, annexed to the publication of the 
League of Nations on the settlement of the refugees,^®® gives 
in numbers and colors the situation of Macedonia in 1912 
before the Balkan wars and in 1926 after the refugee coloniza- 
tion. Here is the summary given: 


im im 


Gieeks 

Population. 
... 613.000 

% 

426 

Population 

1,341,000 

2,000 

% 

88A 

Moslems . 

. . 476,000 

394 

01 

Bulganans 

... 119,000 

99 

77,000 

61 

Miscellaneous . 

. . 08,000 

81 

91,000 

60 


1,206,000 

100 

1,611,000 

100 


With regard to the whole of Greece, the ethnological 
changes wrought by the refugee settlement are shown in the 
following table: 

RejrigeB SeUlement (Geneva, 1026). See also map on p. 701, 
The black dots cm the map indicate settlements of refugees. 

isv Moslems referred to here are those of Albanian origin who were 
exempted from the compulsoi^ exchange 

Taken from A. A._ PaUis, CoUeotion of Principal Statistics concerning 
the Exehange of PopvUaivm and Settlement of Refugees (in Greek) (Athens. 
1020), p. 11. 

See ^oVth of Greece in, map on p. 702 which forms a Greek stamp issued 
on the Centenary of her mdependenoe (1930). 
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Trom Bowman, "The Ifoiiv World ” Copyright, 1921, 192B, "by World Book Oompany, 
Publlehere, Yonkers on llucteon New Yoik 


1920 1928 


Nationalities 

Number 

% 

Number 

% 

Giaeks 

4,470,000 

80 75 

5.822,000 

03 83 

Turks ... 

770,000 + 

13 61 

103,000 ++ 

166 

Bulgarians . . 

. 139,000 

251 

82,000 

132 

Albanians . . . 

.. 18.000 

032 

20,000+*+ 

032 

Jews . . 

... 65.000*^^ 117 

70,000 

1.13 

Armenians , . 

1,000 

002 

35,000 

066 

Foreign citizens 

73,000 

133 

73,000 

1.18 

Total ... . 

, , 6.536,000 

100 

6,206,000 M8 100 


Inoludmg 300,000 Turks of Eastern Thiaoe, which, m 1920 was occupied 
by Oreeoe. 

** Now only in 'Western Thrace, 

***Eound almost exchisiveb' m the diatnot of Tsamoiuia in Northern 
Epirus. 

indludes only Jews of Salcfmki 

wsTbe area of Greece is now 130,199 aa km. aga&st 63,211 in 1912, The 
4en)ni^ of population is 47 66 per sq. km. against 41 64 m 1912. 
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From the social and cultural point of view the settlement 
of the refugees had many important consequences. The over- 
crowding of the cities with a working population brought with 
it the social ills naturally attendant : increase of crime, a cer- 
tain amount of pauperism, a lowering of public morals.^®® On 
the other hand, the gradual absorption of the refugees into 
the hfe of the native population creates daily phenomena sim- 
ilar to the fusion of ideas, traditions, and characteristics in 
America which are considered in the Conclusion of this study 

While, undoubtedly, the success of the refugee settlement 
is due primarily to “the courage, effort, and energy of the 
refugees,” it is impossible not to notice the intelligence and 
devotion, the admirable and enlightened activity displayed by 
the Refugee Settlement Commission in the work. The Com- 
mission supplied and remedied the defects of the govern- 
mental action in the first years of the colonization, when the 
Greek government, by reason of its instability and the military 
domination, was greatly handicapped by political and other 
considerations in carrying out an objective and really scientific 
work of settlement. The Commission worked out definite 
, plans and programmes of settlement and carried them out 
with the assistance of a staff which, even when inadequate, 
acted with sufficient independence and efficiency. It inter- 
preted the Geneva Protocol liberally, and helped to preserve 
and maintain colonies which after their foundation might 
have been ruined for lack of proper assistance. It contributed 
to the study and improvement of the agricultural resources 
in the country; it encouraged the creative initiative of its 
technical experts; and it singled out employees able to occupy 
positions of major responsibility and directing activity. In all 
this it created a tradition, and in its dissolution it left to the 
government a well trained and expert staff which will be of 
great value to Greece. 

The benefits of the refugee settlement were obtained by 
the Greek people at the cost of great financial sacrifices. In 
addition, indeed, to the total amount of £16,382,460 of the 

ISO gee on this A Deimezi^ Sttuation soctale oiioe en Orioe d 2o suite 
de l’6ohange dea popidatwns (Pans, 1927) 



704 


THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

Refugee Loans contracted abroad in 1924 and 1028 (represent- 
ing, indeed, an effective amount of only £13,000,000 received 
by Greece), the Greek government contracted a number of 
internal loans in order to pay indemnities to refugees in 
Greece for properties possessed by them in Bulgaria and 
Turkey. These loans are five: 

Drachmas 

(1) Loan of 1923 for indemnification of the Greek emigrants 

fiom Bulgaria, issued at par at 6% _ 600,000,000 

(2) Loan of 1926 for mdemmties to uiban lefugeee, issued at 

par at 8% 3,000,000,000 

(3) A similar loan of 1926 600,000,000 

(4) A similar loan of 1928 _ 2,500,000,000 

(5) A loan of 1927 for indemnities to Greek subjects, refugees 

from Turkey, issued at par at 8% 800,000,000 

Total Drachmas 7,400,000,000 

On the loan above numbered (4), the interest was reduced 
to 6% for bonds not yet distributed on November 2, 1928, 
Mention also must be made of the annual sum of 69,751,735 
drachmas, due to Bulgaria for thirty years from 1929, for the 
amortization of 850,000,000 drachmas, representing the differ- 
ence between the value of the properties of Bulgarian and 
Greek emigrants. 

If to the service of these loans be added the indemnities 
due by the Greek government for the properties of Greek or 
fore^n landowners, expropriated to be distributed among the 
refugees, the burden upon the Greek budget for the settle- 
ment of the refugees reaches the neighborhood of £3,000,000 
yearly.^®^ This will be a heavy burden to the Greek people 
for many years to come. 

i^^'See A. A. PaUis, Oolleciion of Principal Statistics conoeining the Ex- 
change of Populations and Settlement of Refugees (Athena, 1929), p. A 
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THE SETTLEMENT OF THE TURKISH EMIGRANTS 

§433. The problem of the set dement of the Turkish emigianls 
§ 434. Orgauization of the woik of settlement 
§ 435. Expenditure on settlement. 

§ 430. Total numbei of peisons settled. 

§ 437. Regions of settlement. 

§438 Results of the settlement 

§ 433. The problem of the settlement of Turkish emi- 
grants. WLile Bulgaria and Greece were making great efforts 
to settle in their respective territories the refugees and emi- 
grants who arrived in continuous waves, Turkey was receiving 
the Moslems of Greece who were compelled to leave Greece 
under the Convention of Lausanne of 1923. As we have seen, 
these Moslem emigrants amounted to 388,146 persons. They 
left Greece, in a more or less orderly manner, under the 
auspices of the Mixed Gommi^ion created under the provi- 
sions of the Convention of Lausanne. Few, if any, left their 
movable property behind, except when such property, espe- 
cially cereals and cattle, was sometimes requisitioned by the 
Greek government for the purpose of providing the refugees 
with necessary supplies. Moreover, Turkey, generally speak- 
ing, had sufficient room to settle the refugees. For one thing, 
there was Eastern Thrace, which had been evacuated by from 
180,000 to 200,000 Greeks in a peaceful manner. Eastern 
Thrace had not been a field of military operations in recent 
years and might well absorb an equal nxzraber of Moslem 
emigrants. Again, upward of 1,000,000 Greeks had been driven 
from or emigrated from Asia Minor, and their homes and 
lands could well provide room for the remaining 200,000 
Moslem emigrants. There was, of course, much destruction 
in the part of this territory where the Greeks and Turks had 
fought, but this certainly did not affect the whole of Asia 
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Minor More senous was the fact that the Turkish population 
itself, in a spirit of vengeance against whatever was Greek, 
had followed the expulsion of the Greeks with the destruction 
of their properties On the whole, however, the problem of 
settlement of the Moslem emigrants was much simpler in 
Turkey than the similar problem in Greece and Bulgaria. 

However, Turkey, handicapped by a wrong tradition and a 
lack of financial resources, grappled with the problem of set- 
tlement in an inadequate way The wrong tradition came from 
the manner in which previous migratory movements to 
Turkey had been dealt with. Turkey has been in a sense a 
country of refugees and emigrants for practically a whole cen- 
tury. With the successive emancipations of subject peoples, 
the Moslem inhabitants of tenitories lost to Turkey, espe- 
cially public ofificera and rich landowners, often left their 
country of origin and emigrated to seek refuge in the terri- 
tories remaimng to the Turkish Empire. This migratory move- 
ment became more important after the first Balkan War of 
1912. It is estimated that about 10,000 Moslems from Mace- 
donia left before the advancing armies of the Balkan states 
in that year, and a further 60,000 Moslems removed from 
Western Thrace in 1913, when the region was occupied by 
Bulgaria, either of their own free will or in consequence of 
the Convention of November, 1913, above referred to,^ for the 
reciprocal emigration of the frontier populations of Bulgaria 
and Turkey. In 1914, under the influence of the propaganda 
of the Young Turks, at least 100,000 Moslems emigrated from 
Greek Macedonia to Eastern Thrace and the coast of Asia 
Minor, to take the place left by the departed and expelled 
Greeks and Armenians. There were also the migrations of 
populations, tribal for the most part, on the eastern and south- 
ern frontiers of Turkey. 

It appears that prior to 1913 no government organiza- 
tion was ever set up in Turkey to provide for the installation 
and settlement of the successive waves of refugees and emi- 
grants. They were, in general, left to their resources, Jf the 
imperial administration interested itself at ail, it waS tp en- 

1 Be? sv^pra, p, 18 * 
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courage them to help themselves by the primitive and con- 
venient method of turning Christian owners out of their prop- 
erties and taking their place. In 1913, for the first time, an 
organization was created called the Department of Settlement 
and Tribes. Its purpose was to assist in the estabhshment of 
refugees and to control the movements of the Arab and 
Kurdish tribes in the eastern provinces. This Department 
does not seem to have improved the previous method of settle- 
ment of Moslem refugees, except that it systematized the de- 
portation of Greeks and Armenians, and thereby rendered the 
work of replacement of Christians by the Moslem emigrants 
much easier. 

After the Treaty of Lausanne and the Convention concern- 
ing the Compulsory Exchange of Greek and Turkish Popu- 
lations, the Republican Turkish government was under the 
necessity of providing for the settlement of a large number 
of Moslem emigrants who were compelled to leave Greece in 
the fall of 1923 and later This was a serious problem. It was 
desired not merely to establidi these people wherever there 
was room for them, but to settle them on a productive basis 
and in a manner that would provide for the cultivation of the 
lands left vacant by the Greek refugees and for the replace- 
ment of the latter in productive work and professional occu- 
pations in Turkey. How did the Republican government 
grapple with this important problem of securing the continua- 
tion of the economic life of the country? “ 

§434. Organization of the work of settlement. A law 
adopted on November 8, 1923, created a Mmistry of Recon- 
struction, Exchange, and Settlement. To the head of this Min- 
istry sweeping powers were given to take decisions on ques- 
tions concerning the settlement of refugees and to use for this 
purpose aU state employees and the military and pohee au- 
thorities A Director in each vilayet ® and a number of Inspec- 
tors locally supervised Hie work of settlement. 

wnter tipphed for iaformation in answer to this question to various 
sources m Turkey, meeting with little success, as there is no general informa- 
tion. collected and available The data and tables given We were supplied to 
the wntei through the kindness of Hazim Atif, Esq, of Oonstantiaople, to 
whom he wishes to expiess his indebtedness 

8 A teintonal admmistrative division similar to the French department. 
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The work of this Ministry gave little satisfaction, since it 
caused conflicts of authorities and proved too costly in its 
administration. On December 11, 1924, a more modest plan 
was adopted. A Department of Settlement was created in the 
Ministry of the Interior, with a Director-General at its head 
and Directors of Settlement in each vilayet. A number of 
Inspectors were appointed at first, but these were dismissed 
in 1926, as soon as the greater part of the settlement work 
was completed. In 1929 a section was added to this De- 
partment to take care of the settlement of the Kurdish 
tribes. 

There is no general plan published giving the main lines 
of the settlement work earned out. It appears that on their 
arrival from Greece the Moslem emigrants were transported 
to the places which were chosen for their settlement. All emi- 
grants were installed in villages and properties left by the 
Greek refugees. In this respect the problem has been easy 
enough, as there was more than suf&cient vacant room to place 
the emigrants. Land also was abmidant, and every new settler 
was granted sufficient land to secure his livelihood. In numer- 
ous villages, in the part of Asia Minor which had been the 
field of military operations, many houses had been destroyed 
by war or burned down by the armies. Both armies shared in 
the responsibility for this destruction. In such places the Turk- 
ish government had to build new rural dwellings for the 
Moslem emigrants. 

The emigrants were also granted agricultural implements 
by the state and seed to raise crops, whenever they were un- 
able to acquire such from their own resources. Artisans were 
granted a small capital to give them a start. All debts of 
emigrants to the state were payable by instalments in twenty 
years, beginning with the second year from the date of sign- 
ing an 'obligation’ in the amount of the debt. It was provided 
that the value of the property left in Greece by each emigrant 
was to be deducted from the amount of the 'obligation.’ 

§ 435. Expenditure on settlement. The following table 
diows the expenditure of the Turkish government on account 
of the settlement of the emigrants from 1923 to 1928. 
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Total expcndituro 

Year in Turkish pounds (paper) 

1923 708,73708 

1924 4 , 952,20883 

1925 1 , 326,849 08 

1926 473 , 877.62 

1927 1 , 292,970 99 

1928 496,944 70 


Or a total of 9,341,588.39 Turkish pounds paper, equal 
to about $4,670,794, or less than a million pounds sterling. 

This is less than one-twentieth of the expenditure incurred 
by the Greek government in the settlement of Greek refu- 
gees three times as numerous, and only one-half the expendi- 
ture of the Bulgarian government in the settlement of Bul- 
garian refugees one-fourth as many in number. With regard 
to the items to which the expenditures of the Turkish govern- 
ment refer, there are available statistics only for the years 
1925 to 1928, as shown on following page, in Turkish pounds 
paper. 

It will be noted that building and repairs and aid in farm 
settlement by the distribution of seed, cattle, implements, etc., 
have been the largest items of expense. No general expenses 
are indicated for the years subsequent to 1925. Those for this 
year seem exceedingly high, reaching 44% of the total settle- 
ment expenditures for 1925. The Department of Settlement 
in the Ministry of the Interior had its separate budget after 
1926. This department was concerned not only with the settle- 
ment of the Moslem emigrants from Greece, but also with that 
of other refugees and tribes in the eastern part of Turkey. 
The budget of this department for the years 1926 to 1929 
was as follows: 


Year Tui’kish pound? (paper) 

1926 1 , 206,353 

1927 2 , 576,869 

1028 1 , 026,433 

1929 1 , 460,690 


§ 436. Total number of persons settled. Although no exact 
statistics exist of the emigrants and refugees who entered 
Turkey from Greece, Jugoslavia, Bulgaria, Rumania, Soviet 
Russia, etc., the Turkish Department of Statistics has pub- 
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lished two tables concerning the people settled from the year 
1921 to the year 1928 in Turkey. The first table, showing the 
number of emigrants and refugees settled in Turkey, is as 
follows: 


Year Males. Females Total 

1921 6,488 6,501 11,079 

1922 6,189 4,904 10,093 

1923 25,653 25,136 60,689 

1924 120,322 116,002 236,414 

1925 28,363 28,170 66,623 

1926 18,481 16,670 35,061 

1927 15,567 16,656 32,213 

1928 16,603 16,666 32,269 


Totals 234,546 228,988 463,634 


In the total of 463,534^ persons the greatest part is repre- 
sented by the Moslem emigrants from Greece. Their number 
is given by the Mixed Commission for the Exchange of Greek 
and Turkish Populations as 388,146. Adding to this number 
a few thousand people who left Greece of their own initiative 
and by other means of transportation than those placed at 
their disposal by the Turkish government, we may reach possi- 
bly the number of 400,000 as Moslem emigrants from Greece 
from 1921 to 1928. The remaining 63,534 are Moslem emi- 
grants or refugees from other countries. 

§ 437. Regions of settlement. The second table published 
by the department of statistics shows the regions in which 
Moslem emigrants and refugees were settled. This is as 
follows: 


Names of Vilayets 

Adana 

Afyon !Kara Hissar . . . 

Aksaray 

Amasya 

Ankara 

Antalya 

Artvin 

Ay(^ 

i^alikesir 

Bayazit 

Bilecik 

Bitlis 


Males 

Females 

Total 

4,153 

4,287 

8,440 

641 

604 

1,045 

1,726 

1,660 

3,286 

1,917 

1,027 

3,844 

878 

773 

1,651 

2,^8 

2,492 

4,920 

24 

22 

46 

3,387 

3,243 

6,630 

18,446 

18,729 

37,174 

1,632 

1,324 

2,866 

2,164 

2,307 

4,461 

1,604 

2,026 

3,630 


^Tlus official census of 1927 places the number of persons settled at 
434,079, but this includes only persons “exchanged under conventions,’’ See 
Rlpubiique Torque, Office Central de Slatistique, Annmire statistique, i, 
(Angora, 1928), pp. 36 ff. 
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Names of Vilayets Males Females Total 

Bolii 1®^ 

Burdur 234 214 448 

Bm’sa 17,393 17,060 34,453 

Djebel Bereket 1,578 1,366 2,944 

Chanakkole 5,802 5,836 11,638 

Chanldii Jione 

Chorum 825 760 1,570 

Qenizli 1,382 1,346 2,728 

Diarbekir 255 229 484 

Edim5 24,931 24,610 49,441 

Elaziz 1,176 949 2,124 

Erzinsan. 55 61 116 

Erzerum 492 603 1,096 

Eskishehir 1,303 1,264 2,567 

Giresun 321 302 623 

Gumushane 381 430 811 

Gaziayintap 660 670 1,330 

Hakari 176 134 310 

Itohel 628 609 1,037 

T«mir 15,788 15,714 31,602 

Ispai-la 603 672 1,176 

Istanbul 17,448 19,039 36,487 

Kara 1,286 1,226 2,512 

Kastamonu 404 378 8^ 

Kayseri 3,794 3,486 7,280 

Kirklareli 18,011 16,108 88,110 

Kirshehir 94 99 193 

Eooaeh 14,307 18,380 27,687 

Konya 2,761 2,798 6^9 

Kutahya 1,017 864 1,881 

Malatya 42 34 76 

Manisa 6,978 6,851 13,829 

Mardin 103 97 200 

Maiash 603 640 1,143 

Mersin 1,676 1,656 3,330 

Mugla 2,488 2,480 4,968 

Nigde 8,107 7,696 15,702 

Ordu 583 665 1,248 

Bize none 

Samsun 11,761 10,907 22,668 

Siirt none 

Sinope 638 551 1,189 

Sivas 3,680 3,959 7,639 

Shebin Kara Hisar 3,122 2,767 6,879 

Tekirdag 16.663 17,165 33,728 

Trebizond 246 168 404 

Tokat 4,466 3,763 8,218 

Urfa 189 101 290 

Van 160 126 276 

Yozgat 688 747 1,636 

Zongudalk 637 648 1,286 

Totals 234,646 228,988 463,534 


From tills table it appears that the largest settlements of 
Moslem emigrants were made in the following vilayets : ® 

» Bea on this ma^ on page 710, 
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Balilcesir 

Bursa 

Chanaldrale 

EdimS 

Izmir 

Istanbul 

Kirklareli 


Kocaoli 
Mauisa 
Nigde 
Samsun 
and Tekirdag 


Substantial settlements were also made in the following 
vilayets; 

Adana Konya 

Antalya Mugla 

Aydin Sivas 

Bilecik Shebin Kara Hisar 

Kayseri and Tokat 

In the rest of the vilayets the number of emigrants settled 
did not exceed 4,000, and in many of them it was only a few 
hundred. 

If the above two groups of vilayets are considered, it will 
be noted that they are those of Eastern Thrace and of the 
coast of Asia Minor, The four vilayets of Eastern Thrace, i.e., 
Istanbul (Constantinople), Kirklareli, Edim6 ( Adrianople) , 
and Tekirdag (Rodosto) absorbed by themselves 152,770 
Moslem emigrants, that is, 38% of the total number of the 
Moslems who left Greece, 

In the vilayets on the Aegean coast of Asia Minor and on 
the Sea of Marmora, i.e., Kocacli (Ismid), Bursa (Broussa), 
Balikesir, Chanakkale, Ismir, (Smyrna^ Aidin, Manisa 
(Maghnissa), Mugla (Moughla), a total of 167,891 emigrants 
were settled. These form about 42% of the Moslem emigrants 
from Greece. 

Thus these two regions absorbed together 80% of the 
Moslem emigrants from Greece.® Another 10% was settled in 
the vilayets on the Mediterranean, Antalya (Adalia), Ichel 
(Selefke), Mersin (Mersina), Adana, and Djebel Bereket, and 
in the vilayet of Samsun on the Black Sea coast. 

These settlements have only in part replaced the Greek 
population living in Turkey before the war. Although precise 
statistics of this population are not available, the existing esti- 
mates being subject to all kinds of doubts, it would appear 

«Or 69% of the total of 463,634 emigrants and refugees settled between 
1921 and 1928 in Turkey. 
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from official censuses ^ of the Turkish Empire that at least 

600.000 Greeks lived before 1914 in. Eastern Thrace, including, 
Constantinople. In this part of the Turkish territory 152,770 
Moslem emigrants were settled between 1921 and 1928.'^“ 

The Greeks living in Asia Minor in 1914 numbered above 

1.600.000 people.® They were replaced only by 310,000 Moslem 
emigrants after 1921. 

From the above it also appears that the great majority of 
the Moslem emigrants were settled in the districts where the 
Greek population was established before the war. But the lack 
of a settlement prograrmne and adequate organization caused 
serious errors and consequent economic losses in the distribu- 
tion of the emigrants. Thus, tobacco cultivators among the 
Moslem emigrants from Eastern Macedonia were settled in 
vine districts along the mountain slopes of the coast of Asia 
Minor. These settlers destroyed the vineyards and turned 
them into tobacco fields, only to learn through experience the 
costly lesson that tobacco could not be grown in those districts. 

Moreover, no effort was made to select from the emigrants 
and distribute properly the few thousand artisans, merchants, 
small traders, workers, and professional men, so as to fiJl the 
enormous gaps left by the Greek refugees. Indeed, nearly 90% 
of the Moslem emigrants from Greece were cultivators, and 
the remaining 10% of non-agricultural population followed 
the destiny of the majority. 

§ 438. Results of the settlement. It is very difficult to 
draw precise and definite conclusions as to the results of the 
settlement of the emigrants in Turkey. Had the Turkish gov- 
ernment been able to dispose of larger financial resources and 
to spend greater sums of money in placing the emigrants on a 
really productive basis, it is probable that the consequences of . 
the partial depopulation of Turkey through the exodus of its 
Greek population might have been felt less severely. The 

^ Bee Antonmdes, Ire dSveloppemenl economtgue de la Thiace (Atihens, 
1922) jp. 13, 193, 197. 

’f»Tneio retuam, of course, still in Constaatinople the Greeks exempt from 
exchsAge who have now dwindled to about 100,000 people 

* Mr. Pallie (m Las E'ffeta — economiquea et aooKOip ae la gmrre art Orh6a, 
by A. Andrea4et et autres) estimatee the Greek population of Asia Mlnoi: at 
i,D84:,0Q0. See also supra, p. 14. 



THE SETTLEMENT OF TURKISH EMIGRANTS 716 

assistance of about one million Turkish pounds granted by 
the Turkish government towards the settlement of 463,534 
emigrants and refugees, i.e., an expenditure of a little over £2 
per person, was too meagre to be of any real effect. 

People and authorities in Turkey are quite unanimous in 
believing that the economic life of the country has suffered 
severely as a result of the exodus of the Greek population, and 
that it has not been substantially helped by the settlement of 
the Moslem emigrants. Some industries seemed irreparably 
damaged, such as the carpet industry, fig packing, the olive oil 
industry, etc. The foreign trade was also severely hurt. Im- 
ports and exports were paralyzed for the time and have 
scarcely begun to recover. The emigration deprived Turkey of 
those Greek merchants who alone carried on the foreign trade 
of the country; and it has been hard to make new connections 
with foreign countries, inasmuch as the Greeks who left trans- 
ferred their place of business and their connections to their 
new establishments in Greece, especially at Piraeus, Volo, and 
Saloniki. 

The Turkish government could not, of course, seek foreign 
financial assistance for the settlement of emigrants, as this 
would be contrary to the fundamental principle of the new 
Turkish state, the complete political and economic independ- 
ence of the nation. In the minds of the new Turkish rulers it 
was far better that the emigrants should suffer for a number 
of years, while they were struggling to stand on their feet and 
to achieve an independent and productive existence, than 
to have the future of the nation mortgaged by an appeal to 
foreign financial assistance. The small productivity of the emi- 
grants, and the general slow rhythm of economic life, caused 
by the limited resources of the state and the general impover- 
idiment occasioned by long contmued wars, will postpone the 
time of economic prosperity in Turkey. At any rate, its rulers 
have saved the country from financial bondage to foreign 
countries and from heavy mortgages on the future. In the 
meantime, the government proceeds with its general pro- 
gramme of educating the people and imbuing them with the 
spirit of progress. It hopes in this way to render really pro- 




"The New World.” Oopyi^ht, 1821. 1828, bj World Book Companj, Pnbliahers, Tonkersi 
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'duclive any financial assistance given by the state towards 
rehabilitating the economic life of the country. 

A general census was taken for the first time on a scientific 
basis on October 28, 1927, Some of its figures are worth 
noting.® Of a total population of 13,660,275, 1,044,306, or 
7.65% hve in European Turkey and 12,615,969, or 93.36% 
on Asiatic Turkey. The area of the former part of Turkey 



From Bowman, *'The New World ” Copyriftht 1D91, 102&, by World Book OompAny, 
Publishers, Tonkere on-Hudson, New York 


being 23,976 square kilometres, of the latter 738,701, and the 
total 762,736, the density of the population is 43 for European 
Turkey and 17 for Asiatic, or an average density of 18.^® On 
the above total of the population there were in 1927, 6,684,474 
males and 7,075,801 females, or an excess of 491,327 females 
over males. The agricultural population is placed at 9,145,008, 
or about 67% of the total. Turkey thus appears a predomi- 
nantly rural country, very spaisely populated, and with a large 
excess of female population over male. 

The country lacked the first and most important factor in 

9 RSpublique Turque, Office Cenh il de Statistique, Population de la 
Twqiae (Angola, 1928), Annuatie -<tattslique, ii (Angora, 1920), pp 9-39. 

10 The density of the population in Anatolia before the War is shown in 
the map on page 716 
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economic progress, namely, communications. The government 
attacked this evil with great energy. Besides the laying out of 
a number of railways, it built in the year 1927 alone a total 
of 2,316,392 kilometres of new or extended roads, and repaired 
1,893,314 kilometres additional.^^ 

After the severe paralysis of economic life that followed 
the exodus of the Greek refugees, there appeared a distinct 
improvement with the gradual settlement of the Moslem 
refugees. The Annuatre StattsUgue gives the figures for the 
foreign commerce for the years 1923-26 as follows in Turkish 
pounds (paper): 


Year Imports Exports 

1923 144,788,671 84,651,190 

1924 193,611,048 168,867,968 

1926 242,314,138 193,119,453 

1926 234,691,722 187,742,801 


Turkey will not be able to reach real prosperity until she 
obtains a favorable trade balance, since she has no invisible 
credit items to render her economic balance favorable. In view 
of the limited production and the small volume of exports, 
the movement of shipping has remained of small importance. 
This movement has been: 

1924 70,302 vessels of total tonnage 14,643,089 

1925 86,734 " “ “ " 22,694,895 

1926 78,632 " " " « 24,840,499 

1927 68,747 " “ “ " 23,727,846 

The financial limitations of the government are shown by 
the figures of budgetary receipts and expenses: 

Turkish pounds 


Year Receipts Expenses 

1924 129,214,010 117,993,800 

1926 163,046.854 246,405,491 

1926 190,168,854 193,569.709 

1927 194,680,564 194,464,619 

1928 207,173,199 207,169,888 


A very substantial part of the budget expenditures are 
devoted by the state to the defence of tiie country. Turkey, 

. 11 The difficulties in this respect of Turkey may be understood by con.- 
Bideang the relief of Anatoba as shown in the map on page 717. 

* ^*B*puhhque Turque, Office Central de Statistique, Annwurti atatistigw, 
if p. 103. 
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after all its territorial losses in the Balkan Wars and the 
World War, still has a total land frontier of 2418 kilometres 
with Greece, Bulgaria, Russia, Persia, Irak, and Syria to 
protect, in addition to 3455 miles of maritime frontier. Peace, 
therefore, is for Turkey a vital necessity. 



CONCLUSION 


In the preceding pages an attempt has been made to 
describe the reciprocal emigration of national minorities be- 
tween Greece and Bulgaria and the compulsory exchange of 
Greek and Turkish populations, and to show the work accom- 
plished in the settlement of these uprooted people in their 
new countries. It has been seen that the Conventions of 
Neuilly and Lausanne, which adopted for the first time in his- 
tory these solutions of the problem of minorities and at- 
tempted to regulate the liquidation of the properties and the 
indemnification of the emigrants, failed entirely of their real 
purpose, which was that "of furnishing promptly to those who 
emigrated under their terms, the necessary financial means to 
begin life in the country of destination.” ^ The Mixed Com- 
missions established under these Conventions proved a failure. 
The Greco-Turkish Mixed Commission did not even attempt 
to liquidate the properties and pay any indemnities to the 
exchanged populations. It was only long after the departure 
of the emigrants that the Greco-Bulgarian Mixed Commission 
was able to liquidate their properties and pay them a partial 
indemnity in cash, while the balance of the indenmity was 
paid in bonds which at times depreciated as much as thirty 
to fifty per cent. In the case both of the Greco-Bulgarian emi- 
gration and of the Greco-Turkish exchange, it was necessary 
for the governments concerned to come to the assistance of 
the immigrating minorities and to supplement the Conven- 
tions by their own action. The fact is, of course, that large 
numbers of the minorities exchanged, and, in the case of the 
Greek minority in Turkey, the great majority, had already 
been driven out from their country of origin before the conven- 
tions were entered into and the Mixed Commissions were 
created. These refugees had to be taken care of by the country 

^ Charles B. Eddy, Greece and the Greek Rejugees (London, 1931), p. 227. 
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of their kinsfolk in which they sought asylum. Assistance 
could not be given as fully and as promptly as the conditions 
required, and although in the course of time great sacrifices 
were made by each country to install and settle its immigrant 
kin, the sufferings of the refugees were many and severe. Many 
thousands perished, and time has not yet repaired the losses 
or assuaged the sorrows of the survivors. The result of all 
this is that the experiment in international relations forming 
the subject matter of this volume can hardly be described as 
a real agreement for the reciprocal exchange of minorities. 
Both conventions, and especially that of Lausanne, proved 
to be agreements confirming accomplished facts. It may be of 
service, however, to inquire whether the plan of an exchange 
of minorities was really sound and whether it has, at least, a 
character of permanency. 

The reciprocal emigration of the Greek and Bulgarian 
minorities is on a different footing from the exchange of 
Turkish and Greek populations. Voluntary in theory, it be- 
came, in fact, to a great extent compulsory. It was early evi- 
dent that if carried out as a voluntary emigration it would be 
a failure. Few were prepared to avail themselves of the Con- 
vention voluntarily. There was serious doubt whether the 
Convention would effect any important results, except in the 
case of those who had emigrated prior to its coming into effect 
and who could not hope to return to their country of origin. 
Only when emigration was made practically compulsory did 
the Convention become a factor of real significance. 

The Greco-Bulgarian emigration affected only a small pro- 
portion of the population of the countries concerned. Al- 
though practically the entire Greek minority in Bulgaria 
moved to Greece, it did not exceed 46,000. About two-thirds 
of the Bulgarian minority in Greece, 96,000, emigrated to 
Bulgaria. That more than a third of the Bulgarian minority 
has remained in Greece indicates a partial failure of the Con- 
vention, unless it be assumed that those who re main intend 
to give their moral aUegianoe to the Greek state. The truth 
rather is that these people are of an agrarian or pastoral stock, 
and love the soil they live on too much to abandon it. Both 
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minorities were mostly rural and agricultural. They were 
assisted in their settlement by the governments concerned and 
by the League organizations. The two populations were inter- 
changed without disturbing the economic equilibrium in cither 
country. They took each other’s place in the general economy 
of each nation. If Greece received fewer Greeks than she lost 
Bulgarians, the vacuum was more than readily filled by the 
Greek refugees from Turkey. The surplus of Bulgarian immi- 
grants in Bulgaria was placed upon new lands reclaimed from 
uncultivated soil. By and large, the reciprocal emigration not 
only did not disturb economic life, but gave it a new stimulus 
through the assistance of the institutions created to supervise 
the installation of the new settlers and through the generous 
indemnities paid to emigrants. It was, indeed, admitted in the 
Mixed Greco-Bulgarian Commission, by the neutrals as well 
as by the national members, that the later emigrants were 
often impelled by economic motives. The Commission gave 
such high prices for emigrants’ property that persons of a 
dubious nationality claimed the benefits of the Convention 
concerning Reciprocal Emigration in order to have their prop- 
erties liquidated by the Mixed Commission.® 

Politically, also, the exchange of Greek and Bulgarian mi- 
norities had a good result. The Convention concerning Re- 
ciprocal Emigration to a large extent regularized a migratory 
movement which had already been carried out. At the end of 
the War, many thousand exiles from the minorities in Greece 
or Bulgaria did not transfer their moral allegiance from their 
old to their new government. Remaining in the state of 
refugees, they formed elements of disorder and caused friction 
between the two states. These have for the most part availed 
themselves of the Convention and become firmly established 
in their new country. On the other hand, the exchange has 
practically eliminated the problem of protection of minorities 
between the two countries, while it has brought about in the 
territory of each an ethnical homogeneity conducive to a 
greater stability. Although, it is true, 77,000 Bulgarians still 
remain in Macedonia, these live far from the frontier, their 

a Cjonuaiaaiaa Mix(e, Proces-Verbaw;, SdSth meet., !May 3, 1930, pp. 2ff. 
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conduct is above reproach, their rights are protected, and they 
do not constitute an element of instability. 

That the exchange of the Greek and Bulgarian minorities 
has a character of permanency is not disputed. There is no 
reason why these rural emigrants, now firmly settled in their 
new homes and fields, should seek to uproot themselves yet 
once more in order to return to their old seats. Indeed, one of 
the questions disturbing Greco-Bulgarian relations at the 
present time is the request for the liquidation of the prop- 
erties of 6000 Bulgarian emigrants, now settled in Bulgaria, 
who failed to file declarations at the proper time, but who do 
not wish to return to Greece. 

This particular question wiU probably be associated as a 
matter for negotiation and arbitration with the counter claims 
of Greece for damage done in Western Thrace by Bulgarians 
during the war and for damages done in 1906 in the anti- 
Greek riots at Anhialo, and with the demand of Greece for 
the restoration of the right of a Greek company to exploit the 
great Dospat forest in Bulgaria under a concession made be- 
fore the war. Negotiations for submitting all these disputes 
to arbitration have now been carried on for the last year, and 
it is expected that a formula will be found satisfying both 
countries. 

The major dispute today between Greece and Bulgaria is 
the demand of the latter country for an access to the Aegean 
Sea. This question is outside the province of this book. It 
may only be said, that if the Bulgarian government had really 
decided to give up the idea of a territorial acquisition, and to 
restrict itself to an economic outlet, which alone was promised 
her by the Treaty of Neuilly ^ and the Treaty of Sevres con- 
cerning Thrace,* the matter would have been solved long ago. 
Greece has gone a long way towards meeting the demand of 
Bulgaria for an outlet by offering her a port under Bulgarian 
administration in Dedeagatch, which would be connected with 
Bulgarian territory by the railway placed under an inter- 

» Treaty of Peace \Vith Bulgaria signed at Neiully, November 27, 1919, 
art. 48, S 3, , 

♦ Treaty eoncemmg Thiace signed at S6vres on Aug. 10, 1920, and put mto 
effect by Protocol signed at Lausanne, July 24, 1923, arts 4-16. 
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national administration. As an alternative, a free port at 
Saloniki similar to that granted to Jugoslavia was offered to 
Bulgaria, The latter would be more advantageous, as it would 
connect Sofia with the Aegean by the quickest route, while it 
would bring about a connection between the Greek and Bul- 
garian railways above Demir Issar (Siderocastron) by way of 
Petritch, the lack of which today seems an absurdity.® 

On the whole, it seems that the exchange of minorities 
between Greece and Bulgaria has cleared the relations between 
the two countries of many troublesome matters, and that a 
better atmosphere is being slowly created between them. A 
spirit of mutual confidence, of course, is not yet there; yet one 
may easily perceive the gradual disappearance of the feelings 
of hatred and contempt, and the growth of mutual respect 
between the two countries, as they now move and more turn 
their attention to economic matters of common interest. 

The exchange of Greek and Turkish populations is a 
matter that can be less easily evaluated. It affected nearly 
two million people. The populations were compelled to leave 
their homes and transfer themselves to the country to which 
they were nationally akin. In the great majority of cases in 
Turkey, and in a few cases in Greece, the movement of the 
populations took the character of a widespread exodus of 
people leaving everything behind them and reaching their 
new country destitute and starving. The sufferings of the 
Greek population driven out from Turkey within the space of 
a few weeks were cruel beyond measure. Tens of thousands of 
Greeks perished in this flight from Turkey and as a result of 
it. Practically, the emigration of the Greek population from 
Turkey was completed when the Convention concerning the 
exchange was entered into at Lausanne. Was the exchange of 
populations the only solution possible at Lausanne? 

The answer is not easy to give. Events are too fresh to 
allow of complete analysis. The minutes of the meetings at 

«Of. Leo Pasvolsky, Bulgaria's Economic Position, Washington, 1930, 
p. 289. The anthor pomta out the considerable impoitance Greece is recently 
acquiring as a maiket for Bulgaria’s exports. At the present time the oonneo- 
tion of Sofia with. Saloniki is made indirectly through Jugoslavia by -way 
of Nish. 
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Lausanne do not tell the whole story. So much as is known 
from Greek of&cial documents shows that the Greek govern- 
ment was too much concerned with the actual problem of 
installation of a million and a haK refugees to give full con- 
sideration to the other questions involved. Immediate neces- 
sities seem in its mind to have obscured other solutions. 
The government feared that if the principle of voluntary ex- 
change should be adopted, few, if any, Moslems would leave 
Greece, whereas hundreds of thousands of Greeks would be 
unable to return to Turkey, and the bargain would be a 
fool's bargain. Little, if anything, is known of the views of 
the Turkish government at the time. The writer has gathered 
from conversations at Istanbul and Angora the impression 
that no final decision was taken to insist at Lausanne upon 
the compulsory exchange of the Greek and Turkish minorities. 
Indeed, the Turks are ready to declare that they only accepted 
the compulsory exchange of populations on the proposal of 
Mr. Venizelos. It is certain, however, that the Turks would 
have been reluctant to permit the return to Turkey of great 
numbers of refugees. Probably they would have insisted on 
certain conditions for such return. There is no evidence, how- 
ever, that the Turks would have definitively refused to allow 
the return to Turkey of the great majority of the Greek 
refugees. Yet no attempt was made at Lausanne to find an- 
other solution than that actually adopted. Would it not have 
been possible, for instance, to agree on an exchange, perhaps 
compulsory, limited to the Greeks of Eastern Thrace and the 
Moslems of Western Thrace, that is, the inhabitants of the 
region where there was a land frontier between the two coun- 
tries? The inference is strong that the Greek government, 
when the discussions began at Lausanne, had based a decision 
to favor a compulsory exchange upon an assumption which 
is not proven, namely, that the Turks would not permit the 
return to Turkey of any of the refugees. 

Now that the exchange of the Greek and Turkish popula- 
tions is an accomplished fact, it is easy to discover advan- 
tages and to praise the results. It may be asserted that as 
a result of the exchange the problem of the protection of 
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ininorities between the two countries has disappeared, to the 
great advantage of peaceful relations between the two coun- 
tries and of greater stability. This is undoubtedly true, yet it 
must be recalled that the compulsory exchange allowed of 
two exceptions, and that the Greek minority is retained in 
Constantinople and the Moslem minority in Western Thrace. 
There have also remained in Greece Moslems who are Turkish 
subjects, and in Turkey Greeks who are Hellenic subjects. 
Indeed, the protection of the rights of these two classes of 
people has been a matter of constant controversies between 
the two countries from the morrow of the Conference of 
Lausanne to but a few months ago. Even today, after the 
Convention of Angora of 1930, the Greeks of Constantinople 
are not as yet treated in the same way as Turkish citizens. 
They are deprived of political and civil rights, they are ham- 
pered by discriminating and vexatious rcstnotions and bur- 
dens, their schools and other institutions are threatened with 
economic destruction. 

It may also be asserted that as a result of the exchange 
the two nations acquired an ethnical homogeneity which is a 
source of both strength and stability to them. This is par- 
ticularly true m the case of Greece, which has been able to 
HeRenize completely its northern provinces, in particular, 
Macedonia. Moreover, with the settlement of refugees in 
Greece with the aid of the League of Nations and the Greek 
Refugee Commission, a new development was given to agri- 
culture and industry, from which the country is deriving great 
benefits and because of whidi it is making marked progress. 

This is quite true, indeed, yet one may be permitted to 
make some observations. One is that the Moslem minority in 
Northern Greece was not a troublesome minority. It enjoyed 
an equal protection of the law with the Greek majority. The 
Moslems who had remained in Greece and had not emigrated 
from 1912 to 1914 had reaUy transferred both their legal and 
moral allegiance to Greece, It was a population speaking, as a 
rule, Greek, and having many common traits with the native 
(Jreeks. The two populations lived peacefully and harmoni- 
Dusl;yfii(iehy ^de. 
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A second observation is that it is quite eeitain that the 
economic development and progress of the northern provinces, 
as well as of the whole of Greece, would have taken place after 
1922, even though no systematic installation of refugees had 
taken place. It must be remembered that ever since Greece 
had acquired the new provinces in 1912, she had been engaged 
almost continuously in war operations which did not permit 
her to turn her attention to the development of the resources 
of these provinces. At the end of the war with Turkey in 
1922, Greece would, in any case, undoubtedly have sought to 
develop her agriculture and industry and natural resources 
and to improve communications and public services, all much 
neglected during the previous decade. 

It is, of course, true that the coming of the refugees, and 
the great need of setting them at productive work, accelerated 
greatly the pace of development of the northern provinces of 
Greece; but this acceleration was achieved at great sacrifices. 
This leads to the third observation that should be made. The 
figures mentioned in another place ® show that, as a result of 
the financial cost of the settlement of the refugees, the whole 
Greek people is overburdened with the service of costly foreign 
and domestic loans. Unless production is increased sufficiently 
in Greece to alleviate the situation, the burden of taxation 
will be a great handicap to any further development. Today 
everything is taxed to its capacity. In the meantime the gov- 
ernment proceeds with its extensive programme of so-called 
productive works, such as new roads, new railways, and the 
Strymon drainage works. These are, of course, means of in- 
creasing the productivity of the country, but whether produc- 
tion will increase fast enough to supply the means for meet- 
ing the service of the foreign loans expended in these works 
is somewhat a matter of conjecture. 

Lastly, it may be noted that, if the settlement of refugees 
had as a result a great development of the rural sections of 
Greece, on the other side it caused dangerous and unhealthy 
growth of the cities and towns. A poverty-stricken and unem- 
ployed or Inadequately employed urban population has grown 

®See av^nt, p 704. 
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up in the outslcirts of the Greek cities. The class of middle- 
men, small artisans, and small traders has been multiplied, 
with a resulting catastrophic decline in its economic status. 

On the other side of the picture, Turkey has not fared any 
better as a result of driving out the Greek population. The 
new Turkish rulers thought that the exchange was the best 
way of satisfying their legitimate desire of preventing the 
Greek minority from becoming a weapon in the hands of 
foreign goveniments and from being utilized for subversive 
purposes. Kemal Pasha and his party had in mind the revolts 
and unrest of subject populations that have so long punctu- 
ated the history of the Turkish Empire. However, they failed 
to read that history correctly. It was not the fault of the 
minorities in Turkey that they had felt no moral allegiance 
to the Turkish state and had sought to cut themselves loose 
from the Empire during the last hundred years. It was rather 
the fact that the Empire, intellectually bankrupt, made no 
effort to satisfy the legitimate demands of the minorities. 
Moreover, the theocratic conception of the Turkish state, 
which resulted in leaving the non-Moslem races out of the 
purview of the Turkish law, had helped to maintain in them 
a separate national consciousness. Wise and patient effort on 
the part of the rulers, and Kemal’s introduction into Turkey 
of Western ideas and laws, might have rendered it possible 
for the Greek minority to acquire a new loyalty to ^e new 
Turkish state. 

As a result of the exchange, Turkey received only 600,000 
Moslems from Greece, against almost 2,000,000 Greeks that 
she had lost since 1912, She experienced for years something 
like an economic paralysis. She is still in a transitory period. 
The departure of the Greeks upset the economic situation, not 
only by the partial depopulation of certain regions of Turkey, 
but also by the disappearance of a productive class which 
could not be easily replaced. Turkey is filling up at a slow 
pace the gaps left by the refugees in industry, banking, up- 
ping, and professional occupations. 

.pother factor which has upset the economic situation for 
ihe time being is that a fundamental part of Kemal’s pro- 
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gramme is the development of Anatolia. In the old times 
Anatolia was a neglected part of the Empire. All its reserves 
were accumulated in Constantinople, to be spent in extrava- 
gance and stupid luxury. At the present time Constantmople, 
and with it Eastern Thrace, is neglected in favor of Anatolia, 
on whose development most of the resources of the state are 
expended. 

However, Anatolia is stiU a riddle, for its secret is its 
people. Will the Kemalist government be able to spread its 
new ideas and awaken the conservative and backward Ana- 
tolian peasant? If not, the economic difficulties of Turkey 
will continue. Here we find one more reason to regret, for 
Turkey's sake, that the Greeks were driven out from Anatolia. 
They have left the country too sparsely populated. Of course, 
it is a great happiness for a state to have abundance of land 
and Turkey is on that account a happy country. But viewed 
from the effect on its people today there ig too much land, 
there is not much inducement for the application of modern 
methods of agriculture. Moreover, Turkey lost in the Greeks 
the element of the population best fitted to take hold of the 
new ideas and to help the government in its ambitions for 
economic development. 

The above reasons indicate why Turkey is still contending 
against great difficulties in the economic and financial fields. 
This is despite the fact that the Treaty of Lausanne emanci- 
pated Turkey from her old economic shackles: the privileges 
of foreigners in the matter of taxation; the restrictions in 
the raising of customs tariffs; the international administra- 
tion of revenues. Turkey has contracted no loan since the war. 
This may be due to the fear of economic bondage and to the 
unwillingness to grant guarantees to foreign capital. But it 
is also due to the fact that the wise rulers of Turkey are un- 
wiUing to finance their schemes for public works with foreign 
loans when they are not certain that an increase of production 
by the people will supply the means for the service of such 
loans. 

The exchange of Greek and Turkish populations thus ap- 
pears to have been a solution adopted at a time when the 



730 THE EXCHANGE OF MINORITIES 

minds of men were not yet free from the feelings aroused by 
war, and when racial animosity and the hostility of tlie ma- 
jority towards the minority were at a high pitch. Only wise 
statesmanship and great foresight could haye avoided the sur- 
gical operation adopted to heal the age-long ills involved in 
the existence of the national minorities in Greece and Turkey. 

Ismet Pasha, the Turkish Premier, was sincere when he 
admitted in a press interview in July, 1930, after the signature 
of the Treaty of Angora with the Greek government; “Asia 
Minor, the Islands, and Greece supplement each other from 
all points of view. The Aegean unites Greece and Turkey and 
satisfies their mutual needs. The interest and the intelligence 
of the two nations dictate to them to be friends if they wish to 
prosper. ... We have always prized the services which our 
former Christian fellow-citizens accomplished for us in the 
field of exports and international trade. The general economy 
of Constantinople has suffered as much from the absence of 
the non-Moslem Turkish citizens as from the interruption of 
the Russian trade.” 

It was not merely producers that Turkey lost by the de- 
parture of the Greeks. The Greek population that left Asia 
Minor had been settled there for over two thousand years, and 
still retained a higher degree of culture than was visible on 
the surface. Although under the corrupt administration of the 
Turk^ Empire there had been a selection of the unfit rather 
than of the fittest among the Greeks in the struggle for sur- 
vival, there were great cultural forces still preserved, which 
under favorable conditions might have expanded and brought 
about a flourishing civilization. The Greeks of Asia Minor 
drew their cultural inspiration not primarily from Athens, but 
from Constantinople and from the West. They had great 
schools, an educational system in many respects superior to 
that of old Greece, a poetry and literature of their own; 
and they cultivated arts and crafts, long handed down, which 
had been lost in Greece proper. 

When Mustafa Kemal and the New Turks decided to 
destroy the Islamic and theocratic state and launched their 
pregtstoihefot the Westerhizatfon of their country^ they could 
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have found in the Greeks, who had long been in cultural con- 
tact with the West, the best help for the realization of their 
views. The new ideas could have found their most effective 
carriers in the Greeks, and their spread among the Anatolian 
peasantry would have been a less difficult problem. 

The loss in this respect to Turkey was a distinct gain to 
Greece. Indeed, the restoration of the unity of Hellenism 
within a continuous free land constitutes a historical fact of 
great significance. It is analogous to a similar event in the 
first centuries of the Byzantine Empire and to a lesser extent 
to one in the last part of the 6th Century B. C. In the former 
case, the Greeks of the post-Alexandrian colonization, under 
the pressure of the Persians and Saracens, retreated towards 
the centre of the Empire, to Constantinople and the surround- 
ing provinces. They formed the ruling class, the aristocracy 
of the Lower Empire, to whidi ihey gave their language and 
their culture, a culture formed from Greek and Asiatic ele- 
ments. In the other ease, the Persian conquest after 644 B. C. 
of Ionia drove great numbers of Greeks away. Bather than 
accept the yoke, the inhabitants of certain cities left the coun- 
try either collectively or isolated. The Ionian emigrants — 
merchants, marinei’s, artists, poets and thinkers — carried their 
higher culture to Greece proper where civilization, after the 
Dorian invasion, was at its dawn. The result was an inter- 
influence of Eastern and Western traditions and ideas and the 
development of Greek civilization.'^ 

The new uprooting of Greeks from their ancient strong- 
holds in Asia Minor and Thrace is a similar contraction of 
Hellenism. There is much evidence that it will have the cul- 
tural effects of the previous one. The mixing of the two stocks 
of Greeks and the mutual influence of their traditions and 
ideas has, to begin with, accelerated a movement which had 
its chief iieginnings in the early nineties of the last century. 
This, the movement of reaction against the conscious efforts 
of Greeks in the past to Westernize their country and to 
imitate as much as possible Western models, requires a word 
of explanation- 

^ See A. Jardd, Xo formoiton du peuple grec, Paris, 1925, Fait III, ch. 2, 
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In Greece, during the century of her revived independent 
life, the past has been a heavy weight upon the present. She 
has had too many memories. The shadow of the glory of the 
ancient Greek civilization has thwarted aU the efforts of 
modern Greeks at creativenoss. They have long overlooked 
the truth that they are more closely the descendants of Byzan- 
tine Greeks than of the ancients. This is easy to understand. 

The political freedom of Greece was brought about under 
the inspiration of the dream and ideal of reviving the Golden 
Age of Pericles. Modern Greece was born in the land which 
was the cradle of the classic civilization. The men who con- 
stituted the leaders of Greece in the past century were 
Byzantine Greeks, descendants of those who, through all the 
thousand years’ history of the Byzantine Empire, preserved 
and cultivated the ideal of the old Greek civilization. More- 
over, the foreign lovers of Greece were almost always lovers of 
her past, and led the Greeks to look also to the past. Greeks 
also observed, as Professor Caratheodory has put it,® that 
their ancient civilization had been taken over by Western 
Europe, which was now its depository. They thought that by 
absorbing Western civilization they would reach more quickly 
their ultimate goal, the revival of their old civilization. This 
fact accounts for the conscious efforts of Greeks to Westernize 
their country. In this effort, the true and historical mission 
of Greece, that of blending together East and West, of absorb- 
ing Eastern and Western ideas, tendencies, and elements and 
giving them a new shape, the mission which had been realized 
again and again in the past, was forgotten by modern Greeks. 

But the inevitable reaction set in. It began in the early 
nineties, through the work of a very small but chosen circle of 
writers, statesmen, and poets. Theirs was a movement of 
return to the ‘people,’ of studying its cultural forces, and of 
helping their unfolding and development for the creation of 
a Greek culture. Their voice had no echo in their generation, 
but their words acquired a prophetic meaning for the new gen- 
eration, which listened to them under the influence of two 
events. In 1912-13 Greece exhibited an immense vitality in 

•In a talk ■with tte present -writer in 1928 . 
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the Balkan Wars, which added to Greece Southern Macedonia, 
Epirus, the Aegean Islands, and Crete. Instantly a feeling of 
self-confidence and a desire for self-assertion were manifested. 
Greeks turned their attention to the living forces of the 
people, which had been neglected to that time. On the other 
hand, the Greeks of the new provinces retained to a great 
extent the old Byzantine traditions, formed from Greek and 
Asiatic elements, and there resulted a first mixing of two 
stocks of Greeks with a reciprocation of cultural forces and 
traditions. With the coming of the refugees the so-called 
‘popular movement’ became predominant. There resulted a 
melting pot of the ideas, tendencies, and traditions of the 
two stocks, so long separated, yet possessing a community of 
national feelings and aspirations and of religious traditions. 
A most remarkable phenomenon of this process that may be 
instanced is that of intellectual decentralization. Until the 
beginning of this century the cultural centre of aU Greece was 
Athens. There was only one university, that of Athens. All 
literary life, all periodicals and books emanated from Athens. 
Much of this came from Western Europe. Little was genuine 
Greek, for Greece was little known to the leaders in the intel- 
lectual life. Today the picture is very different. There is a 
new university in Saloniki and two colleges on the Islands. 
There is a very active literary life in many cities in Crete, 
Thessaly, Peloponnesus, and Macedonia. There is a decentral- 
ization of the cultural movement, or rather a movement for 
the creation of various centres. Moreover, hterary creation 
today more and more springs directly from the people and soil 
of Greece. 

The above seems a fair analysis of the consequences of 
the exchange of the Greek and Turkish minorities. There is 
one further question to consider, namely, whether the ex- 
change of Greek and Turkish populations has a character of 
permanency. That the exchanged Moslem population will not 
return to Greece may be talcen for granted, chiefly for the 
reason that, this population being rural, it could not find any 
available lands in densely populated Greece. The same prob- 
ably cannot be said of the Greeks who left Turkey. It seems 
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very difficult to imagine that a movement which began with 
the dawn of Greek history and carried the Greeks to the 
shores of Asia Minor will be now stopped forever. Moreover, 
it has been noted above that the supply of land in Greece is 
insufficient, many rural refugees having been allocated an area 
of cultivated soil hardly adequate to their maintenance; and 
that the urban refugees are overcrowded, and can with great 
difficulty be absorbed by gainful occupations. Taking into ac- 
count the high bu’th-rate among the refugees, it will not be 
long before a real problem of the disposal of surplus popula- 
tion will arise m Greece. Turkey, on the other hand, is a 
sparsely populated country. Only three-fourths of her cultiv- 
able land is in use. Her natural resources still remain to be 
developed. Her industry and commerce are in need of recruits. 
The Turkish government is stiU reluctant to open the doors to 
those who would help in developing the country. Will it long 
resist the nature of things? Will not the Greeks once more 
cross the Aegean and build their workshops and their ex- 
changes on the shores of Ionia and Pontus? ® 

Greece may, however, hope that the Turkish Government 
win delay granting permission to the old Greek refugees to 
settle permanently in Turkey anew. For these people will re- 
quire some time yet in order to acquire new roots in Greece. 
In the meantime the Greek people expect to continue the 
work of developing the country’s resources, modernizing and 
intensifying agriculture, and creating new industries so that 
an abundant population may find productive employment. 
Greece may ill afford to neglect building up a strong and pros- 
perous population, especially in her northern provinces. Her 
seouxity, as weE as her hopes of a Greek civiEzation depend 
on that. When this is accompEshed, an emigration to the 
shores of Turkey, in pursuit of commerce and gainful oocu- 
pations, wiU redound to the benefit of both neighboring 
countries. 

* "pie if&fn Yorh Times published on November 11, l93t 
leiiajib'al to effect that the Foreiga Minister telegraph! 
gon&uls authotisiug them to issue visas to exchanged Greeks 
TwkaS". Such visas authorised a limited stay m Tuikey. 


, a dispatch Itpm 
id to all Twkish 
desirifld to raylsit 
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Madness and hatred destroyed the peaceful life of innocent 
people who wished only to be left undisturbed. Slow and pa- 
tient labor and mutual tolerance and understanding will be 
required to recreate that life. It wiU caU for great and de- 
termined effort on the part of the responsible leaders if peace 
and mutual confidence are to be assured in this tempestuous 
part of the world. Naturally it is difficult to visualize the 
establishment of a stable peace in this region so long as much 
of the rest of the world, including some of the greatest and 
most civilized peoples, maintain only an armed peace. Greece, 
at last, is doing her part. Her leaders, in the face of one mil- 
lion refugees who were driven from their homes less than a 
decade ago and who have suffered too recently and too in- 
tensely to forget, miss no opportunity to preach mutual re- 
spect, cooperation, and understanding. They declare again 
and again that Greece is satisfied with her present frontiers 
and is determined to live in peace with all her neighbors. The 
people are taught to forget the old nationalist ideals and to 
be animated by the new ideals of internal reconstruction and 
of the creation of a new civilization. If the response of Turkey 
and Bulgaria to this new spirit of Greece is still faint, there is 
reason to believe that it will be reciprocated in the near future. 
Already the relations between Greece and Turkey have 
reached a high degree of cordiality which is due to the efforts 
of Turkey just as much as of Greece. If Bulgaria is somewhat 
behind, the reason is that she has not been able as yet to rid 
herself of the influences exerted by the Macedonian Revolu- 
tionary Committee, 

The First Balkan Conference of October, 1930, meeting 
with the view of bringing about a political rapprochement 
of the Balkan peoples, was as successful as could be wished. 
Among other resolutions, it adopted one warmly approving 
the idea of a Balkan Union of independent nations. But 
though this may stiU be far off, there were other resolutions 
which struck a more realistic note. One recommended various 
measures for bringing about intellectual relations between 
these peoples who in Ihe past have all but ignored each other j 
and other resolutions urged economic cooperation, the de- 
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velopment of inter-Balkaii communications, and common 
social improvement,® 

The present relations of these nations are still in a state 
in which the stormy, bloody, and ungenerous yesterday weighs 
heavily against the promises, the hopes, and the needs of to- 
morrow. It is certain, however, that the political and religious 
jealousies of the past are giving way before new economic 
forces, now more than ever before essential to the life and 
happiness of the Balkan peoples. It is these irresistible forces 
which in the end may secure peace between these countries, 
that in so many respects constitute an economic unity. 

" The Second Balkan Confeience met on October, 1931, at Istanbul. Real 
progi’ess was made on intor-Balkan commimicationa and the markotmg ol 
such products as cereals and tobacco. A losolution was adopted lo form an 
intcr-Balkan chamber of commerce and industiy at Istanbul, A special com- 
mittee was appointed to elaborate a non-aggvession compact with particular 
leferenee to the rights of minorities. 
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APPENDIX I 


Particle P'', ct a n’apporter dircctcinont on indii’GcU'inenl iiucunc 
entrave li la liborte d’dmigration, nouobstant Ics lois on rcglcuicnta 
contraircs, qui, a cct dgard, seront reputes sans offct. 

En particulier, I’cxercice du droit d’cmigration no portcra i)as 
atteiatc aux droits pecuniaires des Emigrants, tcls quo cos droits se 
tronvent constitufe an moment de I’emigration. 

AnricjiiE 3 

II ne pourra 6tre appoi’te auctm obstacle au depart d’un emi- 
grant volontaire pour quelque cause que ce soit, sauf cn cas de 
condamnation definitive a une peine afflictive pour infraction de 
droit commun. En caa de condamnation non encore definitive on de 
poursuite penale de droit commun contre un Emigrant, cc dernier 
sera livre aux autorites du pays ou il se rend, par les autorites du 
pays poursuivant, afin qu’il soit jugd. 

Akticle 4 

Lo droit d’dmigration volontaire appartient a toutc personne 
ag6e de plus de 18 ans. II pourra 6tre exored dans un delai de deux 
ans partir de la constitution de la Commission raixtc prdvuo ii 
Particle 8, au moyen d'unc ddclaration devant ladite Commission 
ou devant ses Reprdaentants. La declaration d’dmigration du mari 
impliquera celle de la femme; la declaration d’dmigration des 
parents ou des tuteurs impliquora celle de lours enfants ou pupillcs 
figes de moins de 18 ans. 

Abticlb 6 

Les dmigrants perdront la nationalite du pays qu’ils abandon- 
nent, dds I’instant ou ils I'auront quittd, et ils acquerront celle du 
pays de destination, des leur arrivde sur le territoire de ce pays. 

Abticlb 6 

Les personnes qui, en execution des dispositions prdeedentes, 
exerceront le droit d’dmigration, seront fibres d’emporter avec elles 
ou de faire transporter leurs biens meubles de toute nature, sans 
qu’il leur soit impose de ce ohef aucun droit, soit do sortie, soit 
d'entree. 

De mcme, au cas oil le droit d’dmigration serait cxerce par des 
membres de Communautds (y compris les dglises, convents, 
dcoles, fidpitaux ou fondations de quelque nature que ce soit) , qui, 
de ce chef, devront dtre dissoutes, la Commission mixte pr4vue & 
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I’article 8 (Idtermincra ai, et clans quelles conditions, cos membres 
auront la faculte d’craporter librement ou de faire transporter les 
bions meublcs qui appartienncnt Si ces cominunautes. 

Artici/E 7 

Les biens immobiliera, ruraux ou ui’bains, appurtenant aux 
Emigrants volontaircs ou aux comraunautes visces S, I’article 6, 
seront liquidcs conformemont aux dispositions ci-aprSs, par la 
Commission raixte prcvue a I’article 9. 

Article 8 

Dans un d41ai de trois mois, S, partir dc la misc on vigueur de la 
prosento Convention, il sera croc une Commission mixte, composde 
d’un inembrc nomme par cliacun dcs EtaLs contractants int6rcss4s 
ct d’un nombro dgal dc membres d’une autre nationality, parmi 
lesqucla le president sera clioisi ot qui seront nomm^s par le Conseil 
de la Society dcs Nations. 

Article 9 

La Commission mixte aura pour attributions, dc surveiller eb 
faciliter I’yiuigration volontairc pryvue par la pr6sente Convention 
et dc liquider les imraoubles des emigrants 

Elle fixera lea modalitcs de I’emigration et de la liquidation des 
biens iinraobilicrs. 

D'une fagon gynoralc, la Commission mixte aura tous pouvoira 
de prendre les meaures que nccessitera I’exeoution de la prysente 
Convention et de decider toutes les questions, auxquelles cette Con- 
vention pourrait donner lieu. 

Les decisions de la Commission mixte seront prises S. la majority 
des voix, la voix du Prysident ytant pryponderante, en cas de par- 
tage. 

Article 10 

La Commission mixte aura tout pouvoir pour faire procyder 
I’estimation des biens immobiliera, les interesses etant entendus ou 
ayant ytd dflment convoquys pour §tre entendus. 

Le Gouvernement du pays oil la liquidation aura eu lieu, devra 
verser a la Commission mixte, dans les conditions 6. fixer par celle-ei 
ct pour ytro remis aux ayants droit, le montant de la valeur des 
biens immobiliers liquides, qui resteront la propriety dudit Gou- 
vernement. 
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ABTICIiB 11 

Dea fonds aeront avanc^s la Commisaion mixte par lea Etats 
intcreas^s, en. vue de faciliter I’&migi'ation et dana lea conditiona 
fixeea par ladite Commiaaion. Celled avancera aux 6migrants, dans 
la meaure dea fonda disponibles, la valeur de leura biens immobilicrs 

AarioiiB 12 

Lea personnea qui, avant la mise en vigueur de la pr&ente Con- 
vention, auraient quitte le territoire d’un dea Etata contractants ct 
se seraient d6]a dtablies sur le territoire de I’Etat, dont ollea reinvent 
au point de vue ethniquo, de la religion ou de la langue, auront 
droit a la valeur dea biens laissds par elles dana le pays qu’ellca ont 
quitte, telle que cette valeur leaultera de la liquidation qui en sera 
faite par la Commiaaion mixte. 

ABTICliE 13 

Lea fraia d’entretion et de fonctionnemont de la Commisaion 
mixte et de sea organes aeront suppoitea par lea Gouvcincments 
intSreaada dana dea proportions S, determiner par la Commiaaion. 

ABTionB 14 

La pr4aente Convention ne porte pas atteinte aux droits qui 
seraient reconnus aux interess4s par lea dispositions des TraitSs 
ou Conventions conclus ou e. oonclure pour le rdglement dea affairca 
actuellea. 

A»ncnB 15 

Lea Hautes Parties Contraotantes s’engagent & apporter k leur 
legislation respective les modifications qui seraient neoessaires pour 
assurer I’^xecution de la presents Convention. 

AROTCIiBi 16 

Dans le ddlai d’un an i dater de sa mise en vigueur, la prdsente 
Convention sera ouverte & I'adb&ion des Etats ayant une fronti^e 
commune avec I'un des Etats signataires. 

Cette adhesion sera signifife, par la voie diplomatique, eu 
Gouvernement de la B.4publique frangaise et par oelui-oi aux i^ats 
wgnataires ou adherents ainsi qu’h la Commission mixte. ? Elle 
porter^ effet quinae jours apr^s la signifloation au Gouvernemept 
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La pr6sente Convention sera ratifide ct les ratifications seront 
respectivcment dcposles Pans par les Puissances signataires en 
mSme temps que lours ratifications du Traite de paix signe St 
Ncuilly-sur-Scine, le 27 novembre 1919. Elle entrera en viguour 
en merae temps que ledit Traite de paix entrera en vigueur entre la 
Grece et la Bulgarie. 

Fait Ncuilly-sur-Seine, Ic vingt-sept novembre mil neuf cent 
dix neui, on un soul cxemplaire qui restera depos^ dans les Archives 
du Gouvernement de la Republique franfaise et dont les expeditions 
autlientiques seront remises a ohacune des Puissances signataires. 

Elbbthbriob Veniselos, 

N. Ponms, 

All. Stamboliisei. 
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RULES ON THE RECIPROCAL AND VOLUNTARY 
EMIGRATION OF GREEK AND BULGARIAN 
MINORITIES 

Original text from the unpublished document placed at the disposal of 
the writer by the Mixed Commission. 

REGLEMENT 

SUB 

L’EMIGRATION RECIPROQXJE ET YOLONTAIRE DES 
MINORITES GRECQUES ET BULGARES, 

±iABOBi 

PAE 

LA COMMISSION MIXTE d’ilMIGRATION GRECO- 
BULGARE 

PHBidimE Paetib 

Section PEBMiiEs — ^D ispositions G6n6bales 
Ahticlb phemiee 

La liberty d’emigration et I’oxercice des autres droits ddcoulant 
de la Convention seront assures par la Commission Mixte et ses 
organes. 

AbticiiE 2 

Sont organes de la Commission Mixte: les Sous-Commissions et 
les agents que la Commission Mixte nommera evcntuellement. 

Sous-Commissions ^ 

Abticlb 3 

La Commission Mixte orders des Sous-Commissions auxquelles 
elle dSl^gu^ra une partie de ses atfaributions comme il est indiqufi 
ci-dessous< 

I These mtermediate headings in heavy-faced type aie written as side- 
beadmgs in the manuscript. We have assigned them weir present positioh as 
equally clear and more economical of space. 

744 
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Ces Sous-Commissions scront compoaees de: un President et 
deux Membres, nommcs par la Commission Mixte. Le President 
sera de nationality ytrangere aux deux pays intcressys. La nomina- 
tion des deux Membres, Bulgare et Grcc, sera faite par la Com- 
mission Mixte sur presentation des Dyieguys respcctifs 

Aupres de chaque Sous-Commission il y aura un Secretaire, 
nomme par la Commission Mixte, qui assistera aux seances sans 
voix delibyrative. 

Le personnel subaltcrne des Sous-Commissions sera cgalement 
nommy par la Commission Mixte. 


Droits et devoirs des Sous-Commissions 
Abticlei 4 

Lea Sous-Commissions dycideront on premier ressort, conformy- 
ment au prysent pyglement et aux instructions qu’elles recevront de 
la Commission Mixte, toutes les questions se rapportant k des cas 
Goncreta d’draigration de membres appartenant k I’une des deux 
minoritys et doraiciliys dans leur eirconscription. Elies pourront 
6tre eaisics de oes cas, soit par la Commission Mixte, soit par un 
dos Sous-Commissaires agissant de son propre mouvement ou sur 
demandc des autorites respectivea, soit par les intyi'essys ou leurs 
mandataires. 

Les Sous-Commissions dyiivreront les feuilles de route, les cer- 
tificate d’exemption de douane, les permis de voyage a prix reduits 
ou graduits, etc. 

Article 6 

Les Sous-Commissions feront, suivant la procedure fixye plus 
loin, unc premiere yvaluation des biens immobiliers que les ymi- 
grants ct emigres dysireront faire liquider par la Commission 
Mixte. 

Les protocoles d’yvaluation dresses par les Sous-Commissions 
seront soumis a la Commission Mixte, qui fixera dyfinitivement le 
prix de liquidation. 

, Article 6 

Toutes les autres decisions des Sous-Commissions sont kgale- 
ment sujettes a ry vision par la Commission Mixte en cas de recours 
ou par la propre initiative de celle-ci. 
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Section II 

CoNDmoNB Reqxiises Pouh Etbe Admis a. be Pb^valoie de 
LA Convention 

Abticle 7 

Sout admis a se prcvaloir de la Convention: 
a Les ressortissants de chacun des deux Pays, Grfece et Bul- 
garie, ages de plus de 18 ans, appartenant soit A la minority bulgare 
de Grfece, soit a la minorite grecque de Bulgarie, et qui veulent 
4migrer vers le pays auquel les rattachent leurs affinit6s ethniques; 

b. Les personnes qui ont quitt4 les territoires aotuellemcnt grecs 
ou bulgares pour s’4tablir sur les territoires actuellement bulgares 
ou grecs S, la condition: 

1) que leur mouvement d’emigration ait pris place entre le 18 
Decembre 1900 et le 18 Ddcembre 1920; 

2) que, au moment de leur depart, ellcs aient appartenu a la 
minority etlinique grecque ou bulgare du pays qu’elles quittaient, 
et qu’elles aient done eu, A ce moment, la sujetion nationale de 
ce pays (bulgare et ottomane, s’il s’agit d’dmigrSs grecs, grecque 
ou ottomane, s’il s’apt d'toigrSs bulgares) ; 

3) qu’elles aient, depuis leur emigration, soit consorvd lour 
sujetion ancienne, soit acquis la suj6tion du pays vers Icquel 
elles ont emigre, I’exclusion de toute autre sujfition; 

0 . Les Communautes (6glises, convents, 6cole8, hOpitaux, ou 
fondations de quelque nature que ce soit) qui, comme personnes 
morales, remplissent, au point de vue de nationality et 6migration, 
les mSmes conditions que les personnes physiques dyfinies dans les 
litteras a et b ci-dessus. 

Remaequb I. Si une persoime qui 4tait domicili6e en un endroit 
des territoires ottomans, entre les dates 8pycifi6es au littera b ci- 
dessus, etait simultanyment propri6taire de biens immobiliers situ^s 
en une ou plusieura autres localitys de I’Empire Ottoman, et si, 
depuis lors, le lieu de situation des biens et le lieu de son domicile 
ancien on oess6 d’appartenir A im mime pays, oette personne 
pourra, en ce qui oonoerne le restitution ou la liquidation de chaoun 
desdifcs biens, revendiquer les mimes droits que si elle avait 6te 
effcotivement domioilile au lieu de situation de chaoun d’eux. 

Remaboiie II. Au oas oil existerait un doute sur le fait de 
savoir si la date d’emigration d’une personne voulant se prlv^aloir 
de la Convention est antliieme ou posterieure au 18 Dloembi;? 
1900, mais oil oette personne pourrait Itablir d’une fagon oentqine- 
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qu’cllc avaiL la disposition do ses biens apres le 18 D4cembre 1900, 
pile profitora du benefice du doutc sur la date cxacte do son emi- 
gration. 

Article 8 

Los personnes dcsireuses d’obtenir le b6nefice de la Convention 
et d’user du droit d’cmigration volontairc devront exercer celui-ei 
au moyon d’une ddclaration faite S. la Commission Mixte, ou S, nne 
des Sous-Coramissions avant le 81 Aout 1S84, dans Ics formes 
prevnes dans les articles 32 a 34 du present Eeglement 

La declaration d’dmigration du mari impliquera celle de la 
femme; la ddclaration des parents ou des tuteurs impliquera celle 
de leurs enfants ou pupillcs §.gds de moins de 18 ans. Par centre, 
les enfants ages de plus de 18 ans, qui voudront dmigrer, devront 
remettre eux-mdmcs une declaration, inddpendamment de celle 
eventuellement remise par le pdre de famille. 

Lc droit pour les tuteurs de remettre des ddclarations d’emigra- 
tions pour lours pupilles S,gds de moins de 18 ana, comme il cat dit 
ci-desaus, existc alora mdme que lo statut personnel desdits tuteurs 
ne les autoriserait pas a se prdvaloir cux-m6mes de la Convention. 

La ddclaration d’dmigration doit exprimer la ddcision definitive 
de I’dmigrant de quitter le pays d’origine pour s’lnstaller dans le 
pays d’affinites ethniques, dtant donnd qu’elle constitue un aote 
solennel et irrdvocable. Toutefois, ce n’est que deux mois aprds 
qu’auront etc effectudes les publications visees S, I’alinda 4 de 
I’article 19, que la ddclaration sera devenue irrdvocable. Jusqu'k 
cette date, les personnes ayant remis une ddclaration d’dmigration 
pourront annuler celle-ci en notifiant leur volontd nouvelle, soit par 
lettre recommandde rdpondant aux conditions exigdes par Particle 
18, soit par une lettre remise oontre regu S, la Sous-Commission 
h, laquelle ils auront eu ddposd leur ddclaration d’dmigration. 

Section III 
Droits et Obligations 

Droits reconnus aux personnes se prdvalant de la Convention 
et obligations leur incombant. 

A. Emigrants futurs 

AsTICliE 9 

Les personnes ddsignda Particle 7 sous le littera a, ont le droit 
d’dmigrer dans le pays d’afiBnitds ethniques sans qu’aucune entrave 
d’aucune espdee puisse Stre opposde S, Pexercise de oe droit. 
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Font scnls exception, Ics condaninds &. une peine afiBictive pour 
infraction de droit commun, si la condainnation dont ils ont etc 
frappds est definitive. 

AhticI/E 10 

Aucune pression, directc ou indirecte, ne pourra dtre exerede 
par qui que ce soit en vue d’empficher une personne, appartenant 
la minoritd grecque ou bulgare, d’dmigrer si ellc ddsire, ni on vue 
d’amener une pareillc personne a dmigrer si elle ne le desire pas 
elle-mdme La Commission Mixte ainsi que les Sous-Oommissions 
et ses autres reprdsentants veilleront a I’exercice libre et volontaire 
du droit d’dmigration. 

AnricaiB 11 

Les candidats-dmigrants qui ont fait une declaration d’emigra- 
tion seront tenus de quitter leur pays d’origine dans un dclai do 
trois mois prenant cours a la liquidation de tous leurs biens ou ii 
I’enrdgistrcment de la ventc de ceux-ci, ou, s’lls ne sont pas pro- 
pridtairea, I’en rdgiatrement de leur ddclaration d’dniigration. 

Ils perdront la nationalitd du pays qu’ils abandonnent dcs I'in- 
stant oil ils I’auront quittd et ils acqiicrront cello du pays do 
destination dds leur arrivde sur son territoire. La Commission Mixte 
veillcra, s’il y a lieu, a co que I’dmigrant soit cffectivemcnt rayd 
du role dea babitanta du pays qu’il quitte, et inscrit au rfile des 
habitants du pays ou il se rend. 

Facilitds de voyage 

Akticlb 12 

Les Sous-Commissions ddlivreront gratuitement aux candidats- 
dmigrants des feuilles de route pour se rendre dans leur pays de 
destination. Ces feuilles de route tiendront lieu de passeports pour 
le voyage en vue duquel elles seront libelldes. 

En vue de la ddlivrance de ces feuilles de route, le candidat- 
dmigrant devra presenter & la Sous-Commission respective un cer- 
tificat des Autoritds Finaneidres dtablissant qu’il a payd ses impfits. 

Les indigents sont dispenses de I’obligation de prdsenter un 
oertificat de payement d’impfits, s’ils prdsentent im certifioat de la 
commune dtablissant leur indigence. 

Ne peuvent Hie oonsiddrds eomme indigents, meme s’ils prd- 
sentent un oertificat, les dmigrants qui demandent la liquidation 
de biens immobiliras, qu’elle qu’en soit I’importanoe. 
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Aux personnes qui desireraient se rendre dans le pays dc destina- 
tion afin d’y faire choix d’une propnetc ou d’y prdparer lour in- 
stallation, il pourra etre accorde une feuille de route, sur presenta- 
tion de leur part d’un certificat des autoritcs polioieres, etablissant 
qu’il n’y a pas de raisons d’empechement a ce voyage. 

Ahticlb 13 

Les indigents auront droit au transport gratuit par chemin de 
fer, pour cux et les mcmbres de lour families, ainsi que pour 50 
kilos de bagage par pcrsonne. 

La qualite d’mdigent sera dtablie par devant la Commission 
Mixte ou les Sous-Commission au moyen dc certificate ddlivrcs par 
les Communes cominc il eat dit a Particle 12, alinda 3. 

Biens meubles des dmigrants 

Article 14 

Les dmigrants sont fibres d’emporter avec eux, ou de faire 
transporter lours meubles de toute nature sans qu’il leur soit impose 
do ce chef aucun droit, soit de sortie, soit d’entrde 

Lc mobilier de maison, les ustensiles dc mdnage, les hardes et 
effete, les instruments d’agriculture et de mdtiers, le bdtail et les 
troupeaux queP emigrant a entretenus generalement, sont con- 
siddres comme meubles. 

Les marchandises et tous produits que I’dmigrant a gdndrale- 
ment destinds & la vente sont considdrds comme ayant fait partie 
du fonds de commerce ou d’lndustrie et exclus de I’exemption des 
droits de sortie et d’entrde, et des reductions do tarif. 

Les vivres pour Pentretien de la famille de Pdmigrant cultiva- 
teur, jusqu’^ la prochaine rdcolte, ainsi que les semences qui pour- 
raient lui etre ndeessaires pour cette rdcolte, jouissent de Pexemp- 
tion des droits de sortie et d’entrde et des rdduction de tarif. 

Biens immobiliers des dmigrants 
(i) Vente sans intervention de la Commission Mixte 

Article 15 

Les candidats-dmigrants qui auront deposd leur ddolaration 
d emigration ont le droit dc vendre eux-mSmea directement ou par 
fondde de pouvoirs, jusqu’a la date du 31 Aout 1924, les biens immo- 
biliers qu’ils possddent dans le pays qu’ils quittent, cela inddpen- 
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damment des interdictions d’ordre gen6ral qui s’opposcraiont aux 
transactions do ce genre 

Us sont exon6res des droits d’eniegistremcnt do la vento do 
leurs propn^tes 

Abticlb 16 

Dans Ic oas ou un candidat-cmigrant qui aura dcposd sa decla- 
ration d’emigration n’aura pas vendu, luimSme ou par mandataire, 
tous ses biens unmobiliers avant le 31 Aovit 1924, les biens non 
encore vendus seront liquids d’office par la Commission Mixte, 
sous les conditions d’evaluation ct de payement qui figurent aux 
Articles 18, 19, 20 et 21 ci-dessous. 

Toutefois, la Commission Mixte pourra accorder aux candidats- 
6migrants des delais a valoir a partir du 31 AoOt 1924 leur peimet- 
tant d’achever les ventea qu’ils auront entreprises et qu’ils n’auront 
pu parfaire raison des formality a accomplir. 

(ii) Liquidation par la Commission Mixte 

Ahticle 17 

Tout candidat-toigrant a le droit de demander la liquidation 
de ses beins immeubles par les soms de la Commission Mixte Cette 
liquidation sera faite sans frais pour lui 

Abticlb 18 

Les biens 5. liquider par la Commission Mixte seront 6valu6s, 
Buivant la procedure fix6e plus loin, par la Commission Mixte et ses 
reprdsentants. 

La base d’estimation dos proprietes sera la valeur r4elle de 
oelles-ci a l’6poque de la liquidation, — dans l’6tat oil elles seront 
trouv6es, — et non la valeur d4preci6e que oes proprietes pourraicnt 
eventuellement avoir du fait de cette liquidation projetSe. 

Exception, en ce qui oonceme I’^tat des biens, est faite pour 
les proprietes englobSes dans les travaux publics depuis le 4 Octobre 
1920, et qui seront considSrfies a l’6tat oil elles se trouvaient au 
moment de ^expropriation et 6valu6es au prix du jour de I'estima- 
tion par la Commission Mixte. 

Aanoi/Hi 19 

Le Ri'ix des iibmeubles liquid6s, tel qu’il aura et^’fix^ par |a 
ejommi^sion Mixte, sera pay6 6. 1’ayant-droit |)ar lea soins de,peJle- 
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01 , partie en argent comptant, partie on obligations nominatives 
spccialement 6miso3 S, cet effet par les deux Gouvernements. 

Le montant de la fraction payee en argent comptant pourra 
varicr d’apres la situation dc l’4migrant et I’dtat des fonds speciaux 
immediateinent dispomblea II sera en ordie general dc I’lmportance 
de 10% do la valeur des biens hquides 

Les obligations seront productives d’interSt. Elies seront des 
fonds d’Etat, converts par lea garanties suppldmentaires necessaires 
pour lendrc possible a I’dmigrant la mobilization immediate dc ces 
titres, dans son pays de destination, en vue de son installation 
nouvelle. 

Des qu’auront dtd arrStees les modalitda ddtailldes de ccs paye- 
ments, ainsi que lea dispositions prises en vue de faciliter I’emploi 
ou I’escompte des obligations dans le pays de destination, la Com- 
mission Mixte les portera a la connaissance des interessds et leur 
fera oonnaitre, en mSme temps, les elements qui seront pris en 
considdration pour les evaluations visdes a I'article prdeddent. Elle 
donnera k cette communication la m&ne publicity qu’au pr&ent 
Rdglement 

Ahticlb 20 

Aucun candidnt-dmigrant ne peut dtre obligd de quitter le pays 
ou §trc d^possedd de scs biens avant d’avoir regu le payement m- 
tdgral de ceux-ci, dans les formes prdvues a I’article prdoddent. 

Abticle 21 

Aprds le payement du prix, les biens hquides par la Commission 
Mixte sont acquis ii I’Etat sur le terntoire duquel ils sont sis et 
sur les fonds duquel ils ont ete payds. 

B. Emigres 

Aeticlb 22 

Sont ‘dmigrds’ aux termes de ce rfeglement, les personnes deter- 
mindes ^ I'article 7, littera b, et qui auraient remis la Commission 
Mixte, ou a ses reprdsentania, une ddclaration ditablissant leur ddsir 
de se prdvaloir de la Convention d’Emigration. (Formulaire No. 1, 
annexd au present Rdglement.) 

Abuclb 23 

Les dmigrds qui auraient ddposd leur ddclaration d’dmigration 
seront rayds des listes des habitants du pays d’origine et insorits — 
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s’ils fie I’oni pas etc d6i&, — parmi los habitants du pays d’adoption, 
dont ila acquerront ainsi toua les droits des nationaiix, L’^pouse 
et les enfants §,ges de moins de 18 ans suivront la sujction du mavi 
ou des parents. 

Facilites de voyage 
Abticlb 24 

Les emigres qui auront depos4 leur declaration seront autorises 
a faire un ou pluaieurs voyages dans le pays quittd en vue d’y 
chercher leurs families ou d’y metfcre leurs affaires en ovdre A cet 
effet, des feuilles de route leur seront d^livrcs par la Commission 
Mixte ou ses reprdsentants aprSs renseignement sur leur personne 
auprfes des autorit6s de I’un et de I’autre pays. 

Abticlb 25 

Lea membres de la famille d’un dmigrd restds dans lo pays 
d’origine jouissent de toutes les facilites de voyage et de transport 
aocorddea aux dmigrants futurs. 

Biens meuhles des dmigrds 
Abticlb 26 

Les dmigrds auront le droit de chercher, ou de faire transporter, 
les biens meubles qu’ils ont laisses dans leur pays d’origine sans 
qu’il puisse leur Stre imposd pour cos biens aucun droit de sortie 
ou d’entree. 

Abticlb 27 

Les biens meubles qui leur ont etd confisques ou saisis pour des 
raisons autrea que de droit commun et qui se trouvent encore 
entre les mams des autoritds, leur seront remis sans qu’il leur puisse 
etre rdclamd aucun droit de garde ou autre. 

Les biens meubles qui auraient dte vendus ou employes par 
les autorites depuis le 4 Octobre 1920, et au 6U]et desqucls il existe 
des preuves dcrites, seront remboursds aux ayants-droits par la 
Commission Mixte au prix encaissd par le Fisc — s’lls ont dte vendus, 
a un prix que la Commission Mixte fixera d’aprds les prix de 
I’dpoque de oonsommation — s’ils ont dtd employds. 

Les facilites et franchises fixdes aux Articles 13 et 14 aont ao- 
cprddes dgalement ai}x dmigrds et d. leurs families. 
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Biens immeubles des €migr6s 
ARTICIiE 28 

Lea emigres qui auront depose leur declaration sont tenus de 
vendre avant le 31 Aout 1924, ou de faire liquider par la Commis- 
sion Mixte, tons les biens imrnobiliers qu’ils ont laisses dans le pays 
d’origine. Les regies fixecs pour la vente et la liquidation des biens 
des emigrants seront appliquees egalement aux biens des 6migr(§s 
(Voir Articles 15-21). 

Levfee des mesures d’exception 
Ahticlis 29 

Sont levies toutes lea mesures d’exoeption qu’clles aient 4t6 
prises en base de lois, r&glements, circulaires ou autrement, frap- 
pant les biens des persoxmes de la minorite respeotivement grecque 
ou bulgare, qui ont quitt6 le pays d’origine et qui se trouvent 
dtablies sur le territoire de I’Etat dont ellcs relevant ethniquement. 

Les personnes ci-dessous designees ont le droit, independamment 
do la remise ou non d’une declaration d’dmigration definitive, de 
reprendre leurs biens, que oeux-ci aient 6t6 consider6s ou non comme 
confisquds, sequestres, abandonnes, etc., et d’en disposer librement 
jusqu’au 31 Aotlt 1924 en les faisant fructifier, en les alicnant, etc., 
sous reserve des restrictions fixeea plus loin. 

Dans le cas oii ces biens ont ete sous le coup d’une confiscation 
ou places sous sequestre, les proprietaires ont droit au revenu 
touche par I’Etat ou par le sequestre depuis le jour de la confisca- 
tion, ou misc sous sequestre, jusqu’^ la restitution des biens a leurs 
ayants-droits. Ces revenus seront verses par I’entremise de la Com- 
mission Mixte. 

Les proprietaires de biens confisques ou sequestres ont droit 
a une inderanite pour les endoramagements que leurs proprietees 
auraient subis, posterieurement au 4 Octobre 1920 par le fait ou 
par suite de la negligence des autorites chargees de la gestion et 
de la garde de ces biens. Les interesses auront h prouver que les 
endommagements ont eu lieu posterieurement au 4 Octobre 1920 
et qu’il y a eu reellement, de la part des autorites en question, de 
la negligence ay ant produit des effets tels que: destruction d’im- 
meubles, de vignes, plantations, etc , au vu et au su de la population 
ou des autorites — , non payement de primes d’assuranees alors que 
lea revenue produits par I’immeuble permettaient de les couvrir, 
etc., etc. 
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Dans le cas ovi les biens ont etc utilisds par dca rdfugics sans que 
ceux-oi aient pay6 de loyer, il n’cst dtl auoune indemnitc au pro- 
pn6taire. 

Les biens immeublea appartenant aux personnes definies h, 
Particle 7 littera b. qui ont et6 cxpropri^s apres le 4 Octobre 1920, 
pour cause d’utihte puhlique ou sociale, pourront, sur la demands 
des int4ress4s, laire I’objet d’une re-cvaluation par la Commission 
Mixte en base de leur ancien etat et de leur valeur au moment de la 
nouvelle 4valuation. Dana ce caa le prix d4]4, pay4 sera defalqu4 du 
prix qui rdsultera de la liquidation par la Commission Mixte. 

Restrictions 
Aeticle 30 

Les restrictions suivantes sont approvces au droit de libre dis- 
position des biens vis4s par Particle pr4c4dont: 

1. Dans le cas ob les biens ont 6t4 utilises pour Pinstallation de 
rdfugi^s, les propriltaires n’auront pas droit & la restitution, maia 
seulcment a la contrevaieur de ces biens, telle qu'elle sera ddter- 
min6e lors de la liquidation par la Commission Mixte, 

2. Dans le cas od une propri4t4 scrait Pobjet d’un contrat de 
location, dont le terme d6pa8se le 1” Juillet 1926 et qui ne conticnt 
pas de clause lAsiliatoire, la Commission Mixte ou les Sous-Oom- 
missions prendront les mesures necessaires pour r6m6dier h, cette 
situation, Pindemnisation pour Pavenir de qui de droit 4tant k 
charge de Pfitat. 

3. Dans le cas oh il se produit une contestation entre Pdmigrfi 
et une tierce personne relativement a la reprise des biens par le 
premier, la Sous-Commission entendra les deux parties. 

Si les droits dont se prevaut la tierce personne sont des droits 
r^els qu’elle aurait acquis sur les biens apr^s leur saisie par PEtat 
Hell4nique ou Bulgare, apr4a occupation des dits biens par celui-oi, 
et si la Commission Mixte ou le Tribunal Helleneque ou Bulgare, 
saisi par elle, constate Pexistence de ces droits, P4migr4 propri4taire 
aura droit seulement la valour du bien telle qu’elle aura 4te fix4e 
par la Commission Mixte. 

Si les droits dont se pr4vaut la tierce personne n’ont pas 4t4 
acquis dans les conditions sp4oifi4es dans Palin4a oi-dessus, mais 
si la Commission Mixte juge qiie ce sont des droits riels en base de 
ladoi commune, elle renvepra les parties devant les tribunaux: sinon 
elle detnandora aux autoiitls la restitution h l’4migr4 4u bien qwi 
lui appartdent. , / 
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Ne seront pas oonsid^rds comme creant des droits r6els en base 
de la loi commune: a) des titres cr^es ou emis par les Commissions 
Ottomanea ayant appliqu6 la loi sur l’Emvalul-Metrouk6; b) des 
donations ou des operations d’achat, mais celles-ci rcelles ou tel 
prix que Topdration ne oonstitue au fond qu’un don dcguise; c) 
la prescription sauf sans le cas oil la Commission Mixte constate 
quo le proprietaire emigre a quitte son pays pour dee raisona 
personnelles independamment de tout mouvement d’dmigration 
forces ou en masse. 

4. Dans le cas oil une tierce personne qui a possede sans juste 
titre la propriete d'un emigre, pendant I’absenoc do ee dernier, y a 
apporte des ameliorations sensiblos consistant en batisses, planta- 
tions, etc., la Commission Mixte, appeiee & liquider I’immeuble, sur 
la demande de I’emigre, en prooedant a I’eatimation, fixera la part 
revenant a chacun dans la valeur de la propriete 

Si remigrd ne s’adresse pas a la Commission Mixte pour la 
liquidation de la propriete, la contestation entre oe dernier et le 
poBsesseur oi-deasus viae devra etre portce par devant lea tribunaux 

' Ahticlb 31 

Les peraonnes qui n’auront pas remis de declaration d’emigration 
definitive avant le 31 Aofit 1924 n’auront plus, h partir de cette 
date, de droits constitues aupres de la Commission Mixte; elles ne 
pourront plus demander I’intervention de celle-ci en vue de la 
sauvegarde d’aucun droit. Neanmoins, les transactions qu'elles 
auront faites de leurs biens jusqu’a cette date seront valablement 
faites et definitives. 

Dbttxi£imb Pabtie 
Section IV 
PaociD'crRE 

A. PBOCfe-UBB CONCBRNANT LES EmIGHANTS 

Declaration d’emigration 
Abticlb 32 

Toute personne Sgee de plus de 18 ans, appartenant & I’une des 
minontes ethniques grecque ou bulgare, et desirant emigrer dans 
le pays d’affinites ethniques, en base de la Convention d’Emigration 
Reciproque, doit remettre a la Commission Mixte ou k une des 
Sous-Commissions avant le 18 Ddcembre 1922, une declaration 



756 


APPEISTDIX II 


d’dinigration dans Ics formes ddcrilos Particle 33 acoompagnde du 
ccrtificat do minorite ethniquc defini &. Particle 34. 

Ahticle 33 

Dos formulairos imprimoa de 'declaration d’dmigration’ du 
module No. 1 A, joint en annexe au present Reglcment, seront mis 
^ la disposition des candidats-cmigrants, notamment dans les 
bureaux dc la Commission Mixte et des Sous-Oommissions. Les 
interesses pourront on demander personnellement, ou par lettre, 
ou par tout auti’e moyen. 

Les formulaires portent un questionnaire trilingue, en frangais, 
bulgare ct grec. 

La declaration d’emigration devra 6tre redig^e sur un semblable 
formulaire, conformement au questionnaire, et indiff4reninient en 
frangais, en grec ou en bulgare, au olioix de Pintdressc. 

La declaration devra etre signde ct datde. 

Les illettres pourront faire rddiger leurs ddolarations par 
d’autres personnes, inais cn presence de deux tdmoins saohant lire 
et dcrire, qui devront y apposor leur signature ot y mentionner lour 
adressc. 

La ddolaration dfiment remplie et signde comine il est dit oi- 
dessus, et accompagnde du certificat de minoritd ethnique ddfini ^ 
Particle 34, devra Stre remise par le ddclarant la Sous-Commis- 
sion, sur le zone d’action de laquelle il a son domicile. 

II sera dgalement loisible au ddclarant de ne pas porter sa 
declaration personnellement mais de Penvoyer S, ladite Sous-Oom- 
mission; toutefoia dans co cas sa signature, — ou celles des t&noins 
s’ll est illettrd,— devront avoir dte Idgalisdes par le Maire de la 
Commune de son domicile. 

Remabque I. Jusqu’Ji oe que les Sous-Commissions soient con- 
stitudes, les candidats-dmigrants pourront adresser leurs declara- 
tions a la Commission elle-mSme. Us pourront le faire dgalement 
aprds la constitution des Sous-Commissions, mais cela seulement 
dans le cas ou ils habitent prds du sidge de la Commission Mixte 
ou qu’ils doutent d quelle Sous-Commission ils doivent s’adresser. 

Remabque II. En cas de doute sur Pauthenticite de la signature 
d’une ddolaration, la Sous-Commission proeddera k une enquite. 

RBAjtABQtTEi III. Tout candidat qui se presentera personnellement 
atix bureaux de la Sous-Commission, muni de son certificat de 
nimoritd ethnique, pourra demander au Sdordtariat qu’un des em- 
ployds remplisse pour lui le formulaire de ddclaration. Il ddvra 
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toutefois signer lui-mcme. Dans le cas ou il ne sait signer, une 
antic personne pourra signer pour lui devant I’employes memo, 
mais dans ce cas il devra etre fait mention de la qualite d’illettre 
du declarant ct la declaration devra porter la signature du temoin 

Certificat de minorite ethnique 
Article 34 

Tout candidat-cmigrant, pour etre admis a remettro aa declara- 
tion d’emigration, devra etablir qu’il appartient a la minorite 
ethnique grecque ou bulgare du pays dont il veut emigrer. 

A cettc fin, il devra sc munir d’un certificat de minorite ethnique 
(du models No. II A, joint en annexe au present Reglcmcnt) qui 
lui delivrera gratuitement le Maire de la Commune de son domicile. 

Ce certificat devra obligatoirement Stre annexe a la declaration 
d'emigration. 

Dans le cas oh rautorite communale refuserait do dclivrer un 
pareil certificat, le Candida b-emigrant pourra saisir de son cas la 
Sous-Commiaaion do son resaort Cellc-ci fera unc enqu^te Si la 
conclusion do cotte enqultc est favorable a I’interesse, la Sous- 
Commi&sion pourra le dispenser de I’obligation de presenter un 
certificat de minoritd ethnique, en mentionnant cette dispense en 
marge de la declaration. 

Feuille de route 
Article 36 

Toute demande, en vue de I’obtcntion des feuilles de route 
prdvues k I’article 12, devra etre fait par ecrit. 

Elle devra contenir des renseignements detaill^s sur les per- 
sonnes qui desirent se deplacer ainsi que sur le but de leur voyage. 

A la demande devra §tre joint, en plus des certificats prevua a 
I’article 12, un certificat de minority ethnique, a moins que cette 
dernifere pi^ce n’ait d^jii et4 deposee a la Sous-Commission. 

Exemption des droits de douane 
Article 36 

Tout candidat-emigrant desirant obtenir les reductions de tarif 
de chemin de fer et I’exemption de droits de douane prevus aux 
articles 12 et 14 devra adresser & la Sous-Coramiasion de son domi- 
cile une demande indiquant les noms et I’fige des membres de sa 
famille qui vont se ddplaoer et la liste d6taill6e des objets mobiliera 
qu’il desire transporter dans I’autre pays. 
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Apr6s verification, la Sous-Gommission lui d61ivrcra Ics piftoes 
neccssaires. 

Demandes en liquidation 
Abticlb 37 

Tout candidat-emigrant qui demre faire liquider par la Com- 
mission Mixtc une ou pluaieurs propridtcs immobilieres devra mani- 
fester oette volonte avant le 31 Aofit 1924, par la remise d’une 
‘ demands en liquidation’ faitc dans les formes specifies ci-dessous: 

Toute 'demands en liquidation’ devra 6tre faite suivant un 
formulaire modele No. Ill A joint en annexe au present Rfeglement. 
Lc dit formulaire pourra 6tre rempli, au choix de l’intereBs6: en 
bulgarc, en grec ou en frangais. 

Toute demando en liquidation pourra Itre remise soit en m§me 
temps quo la declaration d’emigration, soit posterieurement k celle- 
ci, mais avant le 31 Aout 1924. 

Toute demande en liquidation remise postdrieuremont a la 
ddolaration d’dmigration devra neocBsairement mentionner la date 
et le No d’enregistrement de la declaration d’dmigration. 

Les conditions imposdes par I’artiolc 33 rclativemcnt la sig- 
nature et la Idgalisation do signature et la destination pour la 
ddolaration d’emigration sont dgalement de rigueur pour la demande 
en liquidation, 

II pourra dtre remis par un mSme candidat-dmigrant, un mdme 
jour ou d, des dates diffdrentes, plusiers demandes en liquidation k 
condition qu’eUes se rapportent k des biens differents. 

AKTicnB 38 

Dans le cas oil, d> la date du 31 Aofit 1924, un candidat-dmigrant 
n’aura pas, soit vendu lui-mdme ses biens immobihers, soit demandd 
leur liqmdation, la Sous-Commission pourra, sur la demande d’un 
de ses Membres, proodder d’offioe & I’dvaluation des biens immo- 
bilicra restds en la propridtd de I’emigrant, mais cela aprds avoir 
oonvoqud celui-ci comme il est indiqud d I’article 43. 

Afiichage des demandes en liquidation 
Ahxiolb 39 

Dds la rdeeption de la demande en liquidation d’un bieu; la 
’ Sous-Oomnuasion fera affioher, a la Mairie du village oii oe bien est 
sttwd) uft avis au publio. i 

j ’C,st ftvis indiquera que telle pejrsonne, candidtat-dmigrant, dd- 
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mande liquidation de tel bicn, que toute personne qui aurait des 
objections &. formulcr centre cette liquidation parcequ’elle croirait 
avoir des droits legalement conatitu4s sur la propri4t4 en question, 
sera adraise k les faire valoir, par ccrit, par devant la Sous-Commis- 
sion avant I’expiration du trentiSme jour, h. dater de I’afiBohage de 
I’avis faute de quoi il sera proc4d4 a la liquidation 

Pourtant les Sous-Commission pourront admettre les tiers 
intcressfe 5. defendre leurs droits oralement au jour de I’evaluation 
des biens, mSme si ceux-ci n’ont pas presente des objections par 
4crit dans le ddlai fix4, mais cela seulement si ellcs estiment qu’il y 
a des motifs suffisants pour justificr cette exception. 

Articlb 40 

Des declarations d’4migration, les notifications de retrait de 
declaration, ainsi que les demandes on liquidation seront enregis- 
tr4es dans des livres sp4ciaux. 

Toute personne qui aura remis I’un ou I’autre de oes actes pourra 
en demander pcrsonnellement un regu qui indiquera le num4ro et 
la date d’enregistrement. 

Evaluation par les Sous-Commissions 

Articuh 41 

Apr^s avoir reju un certain nombre de ddolarations, les Sous- 
Commissions elaboreront un plan d’ensemble pour l’4valuation des 
proprietes dont la liquidation par la Commission Mixte des de- 
mandee. 

Pour l’41aboration de oe plan ellcs tiendront oompte de I'utilite 
qu’il y a pour les candidats S. ce que la Sous-Commission se rende 
sur place pour proc4der a revaluation des biens k liquider. Le plan 
sera done 41abor4 en base de la situation g4ographique des looalit4s 
oil il y aura des biens h liquider et des moyens de communication. 

L’4valuation des biens peu importants dans les endroits 41oign4s 
pourra se faire dans la loealitd la plus voisine oil la Sous-Gommis- 
sion aura a se rendre. 

Articpb 42 

Le plan de mouvement des Sous-Commissions sera port4 iii la 
connaissance du public aussitot 41abor4, En outre, chaque Sous- 
Commission informera les Maires, trente jours & I’avance, si pos- 
sible, de la date a laquelle elle se rendra dans leur commune, afin 
que les int4ress48 en soient pr6venua. 
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Les Makes dcs Communes qui ne scront pas visitds soront in- 
formes de la localitd et de la date laquclle aura lieu l’4valuation 
des bicns de leurs administrds candidats-iSmigrants. 

Convocation des candidats-emigrants 
ABTIOIiE 43 

Lcs Sous-Commissions citeront par devant elles, par Icttre, 
envoyee direotement ou par I’cntremise des makes, tout oandidat- 
emigrant qui aurait demandd la liquidation de ses biens par la 
Commission, lui faiaant connaitre I’endroit et le jour ou il doit ae 
presenter pour etre entendu. 

Dans le cas oil le candidat-cmigrant aura indique dans sa 
dficlaration une adresse speciale, toutes les communications lui 
seront faits a cette adresse 

Dans le cas ou I’^migrant cite ne sc pr6sento pas, I’cvaluation 
pourra se fake en son absence. 

Droit de repr6sentation 
AwncLB 44 

Les candidats-6migranla peuvent se presenter personnollemcnt 
ou BO fake representer par mandataire muni d’un plein pouvoir soit 
notarie, soit sous seingprive, mais celui-ci de la m6me 6oriturc que 
le texte de la ddclaration et portant legalisation de la signature par 
le make de la locality oii le candidat est domicilie. 

Tout candidat pent indiquer dans sa declaration une personne 
qui le representera par devant la Commission Mixte ou les Sous- 
Commissions. Dans ce cas o’est cette personne qui sera citde en lieu 
et place de candidat-4migrant. La designation d’un represeutant 
pent se fake egalement dans cheque demande en liquidation, mais 
en oe cas le representant ne sera qualifie que pour I’evaluation des 
biens que conceme la demande. 

Toutefois, aucun payement, soit en eapfeceB, soit en obligations, 
ne pourra toe fait k quelqu’un d’autre qu’a remigrant liu-mdme, 
ou e, un mandataire muni d’une procuration notariee mentionnant 
esxplicitement qu’il pent toucher le payement. 

EsiMAitatrs: Tout candidat-emigraut qui s’eioigne ou qui se 
trouve eioigne des territoires des deux pays est tenu de se fake 
representer en se conformant aux regies fixees potir la representation 
facultative. 
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Abticlb 46 

Peuvent etre mandatairea: lea parenta ou amis du candidat- 
emigrant, independamment du sece, les g&ants de leura propriety 
et lea avocats inscrifcs a Tun dea barreaux de I’un ou I’autre des deux 
pays, iudiffcremmenb Sont ecartees d’office toutea personnes qui, 
sans §tre avocats inscrits, feraient profession de reprdsentants 
d’emigrants ou qui cliereheraient a realiser des profits personnels 
par cette representation. 

Abticle 46 

Pour toute communication avec la Commission Mixte ou les 
Sous-Commissions, ecrite ou verbale, les candidats-emigrants ou 
leurs representants peuvent faire usage d’une des trois langues 
citees a I’article 33 (Grec, Bulgare ou Franeais). 

Toutefois, si les candidats se font representor par des avocats, 
coux-ci sont tenus de faire toutes les commimications en frangais 
uniquement. 


Preuves de la proprifetS 
Article 47 

Les candidats-emigrants devront 6tablir par devant lea Sous- 
Commissions leurs droits de propri6te sur les biens dont ils de- 
mandont la liquidation. 

Articub 48 

Les droits de propriete peuvent etre 6tablis par I’un des moyens 
suivants: 

a) par un titre en r^gle repondant aux exigences de la loi du lieu 
de situation des biens; 

b) pour les terntoires nouvellement acquis (depuis 1912) par 
un titre ou copie authentique de titre repondant aux exigences de 
la loi Ottomans accompagne d’une traduction dans I’une des deux 
langues grecque ou bulgare, celle-ci legalisde par le Ministire 
respectif des Affaires Etrangbres, ou faite au prbalable en Frangais 
par un employd special auprbs de la Commission Mixte. Cette der- 
nibre traduction ne pourra servir qu’auprea de la Commission Mixte 
et des Sous-Commission; 

c) par des ‘budgets’ et jugements des tribunaux; 

d) par des quittances de payement d’impfits dblivrees par lea 
autontbs Ottomanes, pour les territoirea nouvellement acquis, et 
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soutenus par le tfimoignage de deux personncs de la commune ou 
sent situes los biens; 

e) par le temoignage de deux habitants de la commune oil sont 
situes les biens, qui declareront, sous serment, devant le juge de 
paix de leur domicile, quo les biens appartiennent aux candidats. 
Le Procfes-Verbal dressd par Ic ]uge de paix a cette occasion sera 
produit devant la Sous-Commission du lieu de situation des biens; 

f) par le temoignage de trois habitants de la commune en 
presence du Maire (ou son adjoint) ou d’un habitant designs a 
cet effet par le Conseil Communal comme il est indique a I’artiole 
60; 

g) par d'anciennes pieces ayant date certaine et emanant 
d’autorit^s ou d’administrations nationales; 

h) par le tdmoignage sous serment d’anciens habitants de la 
commune dans le cas oil il s’agit de biens situ6s dans des endroits 
que I’anoicnnc population a abandonnds postorieurement &, 1900 
en oonnexite avec des evenements politiques. 

Audiences publiques des Sous-Commissions 
Abuclb 49 

Aprfes avoir pr4sent4 devant la Sous-Commission, en audience 
publique, les preuves de droit de propriety, les candidats-6migrants 
exposeront oomme ils etablisscnt le prix qu’ils reolament et, dans 
le cas ou ils se basent sur les prix obtenus derniferement pour des 
biens similaires, ils en foumiront les preuves et pr&enteront les 
tdmoins qu’ils deraandent & la Sous-Commission d’entendre. 

Abtiolb 50 

Aucun t4moignage ne pourra Stre entendu qu’en presence du 
maire (ou son adjoint) ou d’un representant d6sign6 par le Conseil 
Communal pour assister aux audiences de la Sous-Commission. 

Le representant de la commune ne peut pas 6tre choisi parmi les 
candidats-dmigrants. 

Dans le cas oil tout le village 6migr6, le representant de la Com- 
mune devra 6tre choisi par le Conseil Communal parmi les habi- 
tants d’un village voisin de la mgme commune et, si la majorite 
m6me de la commune emigrfi, il devra etre choisi par le conseil 
d6partemental parmi les notables d’une des communes voiaines. 

Les rept&eitfeanta des communes reoevront de la Sous-Commis- 
Sion une indenmitd joumali&re que celle-oi fixers, d’aprfes le cas. 
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D6cisions des Sous-Commissions 

Article 61 

Apres avoir entendu le candidat-emigrant et ses t6moins et 
pris connaissance des pieces ecrites, la Sous-Commission se rctirera 
et entendra a huis clos I’avis du representant communal aussi bien 
sur les faits alldguds et l’honorabilit6 des t6moins que sur les 
pretentions du candidat-emigrant. Puis, en dehors de la presence 
du reprdsentant communal, elle proefedera a une Evaluation des 
biens a liquider en base des donnecs qu’elle possede elle-mime ou 
de celle qui lui ont etc fournies par I’intcressc et par le representant 
commimal, ou par un agent charge de recueillir des renseigneinents, 
ccla en toute conscience et sans etre liEe par les depositions ou avis 
quelconques qui nc seront consideres que comme des ElEments 
d’apprcciation destinocs a former la conviction dee memhres de la 
Sous-Commission Dans le cas oil la Sous-Commission jugc utile 
de procEder a un nouvel examen sur les lieux, elle pourra surseoir k 
la decision en fixant le jour et I’heure pour cet examen et en don- 
nanl connaissance a I’intcressE. Dans le cas oil ce nouvel examen 
n’est pas jugd utile, la Sous-Commission se prononcera sans dElai. 

Article 52 

Les dEcisions des Sous-Commission seront prises a la majorite 
des voix. Dans le cas oil il est impossible d'obtenir une majorite, le 
PrEsident aura voix prEpondErante. 

Article 53 

Un procEs-VCTbal sera dressE pour cheque Evaluation contenant 
une description complete du bien, les prEtenfcions de I’intEressE. 
la nature des preuves de proprietc, les noms et qualitEs des tEmoins 
entendus, s’il y en a, et la dEcision de la Sous-Commission. 

Les dEcisions nc seront pas motivEes exceptE dans le cas oil 
elles auront EtE prises par la voix prEpondErante du PrEsident. 

Article 64 

Copie du procEs-verbnl sera communiquE au candidat-emigrant. 
Cette copie devra porter un rEsume de la dEcision dans unc langue 
connue par le oandidat-Emigrant, exceptE dans le cas oil il se fait 
representer par un avocat. 

Le dElai de 30 jours fixe k I’article 39 pour la prEsentation des 
objections, prendra cours du jour de cette communication. 
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Abtiglb 55 

Uno lists des prix auxquels la Sous-Commission a 6valuc les 
divers biens sera afflchde dans scs bureaux dans los communes de 
situation des biens, au fur et mesure des Evaluations. 

Recours k la Commission Mixte 

Ahticle 56 

Toutes les decisions des Sous-Commissions portant evaluation 
de biens S, liquider-par la Commission Mixte seront soumises a 
celle-ci pour les suites qu’elle donnera comme il est indique plus 
loin. 

Article 57 

Tout candidat-emifcrant aura droit de dEposer ou d’envoyer, 
dans le delai de trente jours S. datcr de la communication do la 
ddcision, au bureau de la Sous-Commission respective, pour etre 
transmises a la Commission Mixte, les 'objections’ qu’il a a formuler 
centre la dEcision de la Sous-Commission. Les tiers intEressEs seront 
Egalement admis ^ soumettre des objections par Ecrit dans Ic m6me 
dElai. 

Article 58 

Les membres des Sous-Commissions pourront, au cours du dElai 
fixE E, I’article precedent, dEposer aux bureaux de la Sous-Commis- 
sion une ‘notice’ contenant leurs vues particuliEres s’lls jugent 
nEoessaire de les faire connaitre E la Commission Mixte. 

Article 69 

Trente jours aprEs la communication au candidat-Emigrant de 
la dEcision de la Sous-Commission, le SccrEtaire de la Sous-Com- 
mission constituera un dossier relatif 6, I’Evaluation des biens quo 
cette dEcision eonceme. Ce dossier contiendra: 

1) la demande en liquidation et la dEclaration d’Emigration, si 
oellc-ci n’a pas EtE envoyee k une autre occasion; 

2) le proces-verbal relatif a I’Evaluation par la Sous-Commis- 
sion; 

3) les notices des membres de la Sous-Commission, s’il y en a; 

4) les objections du candidat-Emigrant, s’il y en a, ou une men- 
tion du SecrEtariat a’il n’y a pas de pareilles objections; 

5) les objections Eventuelles des tiers intEressEs; 
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6) les titres dc propridfce ou copies autheniiqucs, si le candidat- 
dmigrant possddait de pareila titres, ainsi que toute autre piece 
prescntde A la Sous-Commission ou bien uno mention de la manidre 
dont le droiL de proprieto a 6te ctabli, dans le oas ou des documents 
dcrits n’ont pu ctre produits devant la Sous-Commission; 

7) un certifjcat du notaire ou auti’e autoritc oompdtente dtab- 
lissant que le bien eat franc d’hypotheque ou saisi; 

8) un certificat de la Banque Nationalc et de la Banque Agricole 
du pays de situation des biens S. hquider, etablissant que Payant- 
droit n’a pas de dettes vis-h.-vis de ces banques; 

9) un certificat du pcrcepteur des finances etablissant que les 
impfits ont ete payee. 

Liquidation par la Commission Mixte 

Ahticle 60 

Lo dossier constitue comme il est indiqud k Particle precedent 
sera transmis au Seerdtariat de la Commission Mixte qui, aprfes 
cnrcgistrcmcnt, portera le cas au ‘r61c des liquidations’ dans Pordre 
des entrdcs des dossiers. Toutefois, s’il exists des raisons trte impor- 
tantes en favour de la liquidation plus rapide d’un cas particulier, 
Ic Prdsident de la Commission Mixte pourra disposer que cette 
liquidation soit faite en dehors du r61e. 

Le rSle des liquidations sera affichd au Seordtanat de la Com- 
mission Mixte et des Sous-Commissions. C’est la que pourront le 
constituer les intdresses qui ddsireront en avoir connaissance. 

• ABTicnB 61 

Toute procedure par devant la Commission Mixte est dcrite. 
Lea intdressds ne peuvent demander a etre entendus oralement. 

Article 62 

Les ddoisions de la Commission Mixte sont ddflnitives. Auoun 
reoours n’est ouvert d, leur Bujet. 

AbticIiB 63 

Des extraits des ddcisions aeront communiquds au Gouverne- 
ment, sur le territoire duquel les biens liquidda sont situds, et & 
Pintdressd. Les extraits pour Pintdreasd pourront se rapporter ^ la 
liquidation de biens differents appartenant au mfime propridtaire. 
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Artiolb 64 

Aprfes la decision de liquidation, la Commission Mixte fora tcnir 
i I’ayant-droit le prix du bien liquide dans les formes pr6vucs h, 
I’article 19. 

Aprfes CO payemcnt, I’dmigrant perd tout droit sur les biens 
liquidds, coux-ci 6tant devenus la propriety de I’Etat sur les fonds 
duquel ils ont dtd payds. 

Abticlb 65 

Le delai de troit mois, fixd ii I’article 11, dans lequel I’dmigrant 
doit quitter le pays d’originc, prend cours dater du jour oil il 
aura regu, dans les formes fixdes k Particle 19, le payement intdgral 
de tons les biens soumis k liquidation. 

B. PHOCiDUBE POUB LBS EmIGR^S 
Reprise des biens imtnobiliefs 
Abticlb 66 

Lea dmigrds ddsirant jouir du droit qui leur est aocordd par 
Particle 29, alinda 2, peuvent, inddpendamment de toute remise 
d’une ddclaration d’dmigration, suivre la prooddure suivante: 

1) L’intdressd se fera ddlivrer, par le Maire de la Commune de 
son domicile actuel un certificat de minoritd ethnique conforms au 
ModSle 2. B. annexd au prdsent Reglement. 

2) II remettra ou adreasera k la Sous-Commission de son domi- 
cile (ou a la Commission Mixte) une demands sur formulaire 
Modele No. 4 (voir en annexe au present Reglement) si il joindra 
k cette demandc le certificat Modkle 2.B. mentionnd ci-dessus. 

3} La Sous-Commission competente, aprks examen, lui ddlivrera, 
s’il y a lieu, un certificat Modkle No. 5 (voir en annexe au present 
Rkglement) constatant qu’il remplit les conditions requises par 
Particle 7, littera b. 

Muni de cea certifioats, Pdmigrd s’adressera, directement ou par 
mandatairc, aux autoritds administratives du lieu de situation de 
Ses biens, qui lui feront la remise desdits biens, aveo faculte d’en 
disposer librement jusqu’au 31 Aofit 1924. 

4) Si une contestation s’dlkve entre Pdmigrd et les autoritds 
adminipferaUves locales, ou entre lui et des tiers, relativement k 
dds droits de propridt^ sur les biens qu’il revendique, il pourra 
recounr k la Sous-Oorinnission du lieu de situation de see biens, dans 
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loa formes prescritcs aux articles 72 a 74. La Sous-Commission 
exaiuinera les droit de l’ertiigr4 a la lumiere des articles 29 et 30. 

E.BMAHQTIB: Tout emigre qui aura, conform4inent a Tarticle 67, 
remis une declaration d’^migration, — accompagnde du certifioat de 
rainoritd ethnique Modele II. B. — et une demande en liquidation 
pour un bien, sera dispenad pour oe bien, des formalites de la pro- 
cedure ci-dessus. 

Declaration d’dmigration 
Article 67 

Les personnes ddfinies k Particle 7 littera b doivent, si ellcs 
dcsirent jouir des avantages de la Convention et fetre considdrdes 
comme ayant definitivement dmigre, remettre k la Sous-Commission 
de leur domicile ou a la Commission Mixte, avant le 31 Aout 1924, 
une ddclaration d’emigration, suivant le formulaire Moddle No. 
T.B accompagnde d’un oertiiioat de minorite etlmique Moddle No. 
2.B. delivrd par le Mairc de la Commune de leur domicile actuel. 
Lea prdscriptions des articles 33 et 34 relatives a la ddclaration 
d’dmigration Moddle No. LA. et au certificat No. 2 A. s’appliquent 
dgalomcnt & la ddclaration Moddle No. I.B. et au certificat No. 2.B. 

Liquidation par la Commission Mixte 
Article 68 

La proeddure pour la liquidation des biens des dmigrds est 
identique k cello pour les biens des dmigrants future, le formulaire 
Moddle No. III.A. mentionnd a I'alinda 2 de Particle 37, dtant rem- 
plaed par le moddle No. III.B. joint en annexe au prdsent Rdgle- 
ment. 

Toutefois, pour dviter que, en vue de ddfendre leurs intdrets d 
la liquidation de leurs biens, beaucoup d’emigi’es ne doivent ef- 
fectuer un voyage dont les difiBcultos et le cout seraient hors de 
proportion aveo la valeur du bien d, liquider, les facilites les plus 
grandes seront donndes aux dmigrds pour se faire reprdsenter par 
mandataixes, de fagon individueUe ou collectives. 

La Commission Mixte et les Sous-Commission recheroheront les 
moyens propres d. permettre aux rdfugids des looalitds qu’a aban- 
donnees une grande partie de la population, d’dtablir la distribu- 
tion ancienne des terres, les limites de chaejue propridtd et les droits 
de chacun. Elies s’efforceront de faciliter a, cas rdfugids Porganisa- 
tion de representations oolleotives. 
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Remahqub I: L’Etat do guerrcs en Gr^ce, tanL qu’il sc pro- 
longcra, suspend I’applioation du principe do la convocation por- 
sonnelle obligatoire de tout Smigre pour la liquidation de ses biens. 

Pendant cetto periodc, les Sous-Commission no pourront oon- 
voquer en Grfece, pour y assistor aux liquidations, que ceux des 
emigres dont olios jugeront la presence indispensable. En cas de 
contestation relative 1. cette necessity, la Commission Mixte sera 
seulc ]uge, en dernier ressort. 

Los emigrda convoques dans ces conditions devront passer la 
frontiere, ^ I'aller et au retour, an poste frontidre qui leur aura et6 
ddsigne dans la convocation. Ils no pourront se ddplacer en Grdce 
que suivant lea itineraires qui leur auront dtd fix6s par les Sous- 
Commissions et qui auront etd notifies par celles-ci aux autoritds 
de police Helldnique. La durde de leur sejour en territoire Holld- 
nique ne pourra pas excdder celle fixee par la Sous-Commission, 
celle-ci ne pouvant depasser deux mois. 

Les cmigrda dont la Sous-Commission competente n’aura pas 
jugd la presence S, la liquidation indispensable et qui n’auraient 
pas encore designe \m mandataire seront invitds par elle, soit Ji 
ddsigner un mandataire individuel, soit a confier la ddfense de leurs 
intdrSts S, I’unc des reprdsentations collectives prdvues oi-dessus. 

Remahqub II: Les interdts raatdriels des emigres, dans les liqui- 
dations, ne devront pas soufirir des restrictions apportdes, par suite 
de Pdtat de guerre en Grece, d. la prdsentation personnelle par eux 
de leurs titres de propridte. 

Restitution des revenus 
Articpb 69 

Les personnes ddflnies d I’article 7, littera b, et qui, conformd- 
ment a I’article 29, alinda 3, ont droit aux revenus touchds par 
I’Etat, devront introduire auprds de la Commission Mixte ou des 
Sous-Commissions ‘une demande en restitution des revenus’ con- 
tenant: specifications des biens pour lesquels I’Etat d touohd des 
revenus avec le lieu de situation et la nature du bien, le montant 
des revenus, dans le cas oil ils le connaissent, ou importance ap- 
proximative de ces revenus, dans le cas oil ils ne connaissent pas 
le chifEre exact; ddsignation de I’administration qui a enoaissd ou a 
pu enoaisser les revenus, ainsi que tout renseignement qu'ils 
croiraient utiles pour les reeherches et verifications. 
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Indemniles pour endommagements 
Ahticle 70 

Les personnes qui ont droit a une indemnitd en vertu de Particle 
29, alin6a 4, devront introduirc aupres de la Commission Mixte 
on des Sous-Commissions nne 'dcmande en dedommagement’ con- 
tenant; sp6cification des biens endoinmag68; designation de Pad- 
ministration sous la garde do laquclle ces biens se trouvaienl; de- 
scription des dommages subis; date a laquclle ils ont et6 subis et 
par le fait de qui; evaluation des dommages et indication des 
prcuves relatives ^ P4poque ou Ics biens ont ete endommages. 

Facilites de voyage et de transport 
ArticijB 71 

En vuc de jouir des facilites prcnies aux articles 24, 25 et 26, 
Ics emigr6s devront procdder coinme il c&t indique aux articles 35 
ot 36 conocrnant les candidats-emigrants 

C. Dispositions GfeiBALES 
Abticle 72 

Toute rdolamation dont les candidats-emigrants et dmigres vou- 
drnient aaisir la Commission Mixte ou les Sous-Comissions et se 
rapportant a lours biens mobihers et immobiliers ou aux facilites 
de voyage, doit fairc Pobjet d’une demande dcrite. 

Artiolb 73 

Toute demande, requSte ou lettre adressee ^ la Commission 
Mixte ou aux Sous-Commissions doit ndoessairement contenir des 
donndes sufBsantes sur la persoime et le domicile du requerant et 
sur le cas dans lequel il se trouve. Ainsi s’il s’agit d’un dmigre ou 
candidat-eroigrant qui a ddjk rcmis une ddclaration d'emigration 
ou introduit une demande en reprise des biens, il doit s’y refdrer en 
donnant la date et le numdro d’enregistrement de la ddclaration ou 
de la demande. 

Recours aux Sous-Commissions et k la Commission Mixte 

Ahticlb 74 

Les dmigrds pcuvent k tout moment s’adresser directement ou 
par Pentremise de Pun des Sous-Oommissaires aux Sous-Commis- 
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sions rcspcctives, pour demander lour appui s’ils so croient loses 
dans des droits decoulanL pour eux do la Convention et du present 
Reglement. 

Les Sous-Commissions examineront lours reclamations et, si elles 
les trouvent justifiees, elles prondront les mesures qu’clles jugeront 
opportunes. 

Dans le cas ou les intcross6s no recevraient pas satisfaction, ils 
pourront reoourir la Commission Mixte en lui adressant une de- 
mande ecrite par I’mtermddiaire dcs Sous-Commissions. 

Aktiole 75 

Lea requfitos, demandes, certificats, copies de documents et 
toutes autres pieces de n’importe quelle nature adressdes ou des- 
tinies a la Commission Mixte ou aux Sous-Commissions, ou ema- 
nant d’elles, sont libres de toutes taxes et droits y compris le droit 
de timbre. Sont excoptces les piices imanant dcs tribunaux dcs 
deux pays. 

Abticle dbhnibh 

La Commission Mixte complitera ultirieuremont le prisont 
RSglement par la communication annoncie a I’article 19, ainsi que 
par toute autre communication qu’elle jugerait nicessaire. 

Les additions et modifications iventuelles qui seraient ainsi 
apporties au prisent Riglement, recevront la meme publiciti quo 
lui. 

Fait a Athines, le 6 Mars 1922. 

A. C. 008®®, 

M. DB Roover, 

Q. Tzobbazoglu, 

V. Robbfp. 
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PLAN GOVERNING THE PAYMENTS TO BE MADE 
BY BULGARIA AND GREECE 

Original text from the unpublished document placed at the disposal of 
the writer by the Mixed ComtnisBion. 

PLAN 

REGISSANT LES PAVEMENTS A EFPECTUER 
PAR LA BULGARIE ET LA GRECE 

ADOPTS LE 8 D^CEMBHE 1922, EN EX^CXITION DB LA CONVENTION 
QaiSCO-BIILGAiai BEK L’BMIQRATION BiCIPEOQEB ET VOLONTAIBE DBS 
MINOHITES ETIINIQTJES SIGNi k NBUILLy-SUB-BBINE, LB 27, XI, 1919. 

AhTICLB PHEMiBR 

Le present acte a pour objet de r6gir les payements incombant 
aux Gouvornementa Bulgarc et Grec, vis-a-vis des Emigrants, ^ en 
execution de la Convention d’Emigration Reciproque de Neuilly, et 
de re^er les exportations de fonds, de I'un vers I’autre Pays, corre- 
latives h I’applioation de ladite Convention. 

Articlb 2 

Les payements dfis aux emigrants par chacune des deux Hautes 
Parties, en execution do la Convention Qreco-Bulgare d’Emigra- 
tion, comprennent: 

en ordre principal: le payement de la valeur actuelle de leurs 
biens iromobiliers liquidfe par la Commission Mixte, 6valu6e 
par celle-ci oonformement h Particle 18 du R^glement d’Emi- 
gration; 

i-Dans le prSseut document, le teime ‘Emigrants’ couvre ansei bien les 
emigres se prfivalant de I’aitiolo 12 de la Convention, d’fimigration que les 
Emigrants fntnrs se pr^valant des autres stipiilationB de eet acte. 

m 
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en ordi’c secondairc: la restitution de certains revenus, loyers 
ct i)rix de ventes, perfus par le Fjsc, cfc Ic pnycraeut de ccrtainca 
indemnites, — confonnement aux articles 27 ct 29 du Rfeglemcnt 
d’Emigration. 

Cos crdances, evaluees dans la monnaic 16galo du Pays de 
situation des biens, seront au&sit&t converties en or6ances on Dol- 
lars. La conversion dtant faite au cours du jour ou ^ un oours moyen 
qu’aura determine la Commission Mixte. Les sommes aiusi libell6es 
en Dollars seront dftes et payees aux ayant-droits dans lea condi- 
tions et les monnaica d4termindes dans Ics articles 4 11 ct 13 k 17 

ei-dessous. 

Ponds exportables 
Articjle 3 

Lee fonds dont I’exportation de I’un verc I’autre Pays est au- 
torisfe et regime par lo present acte, comprennent; 

1. Pour lea dmigrants sous le regime do la Convention; les 
sommes qui leur sent aequises commo avance au comptanfc con- 
formdment a Tarticle 6, ou comme prix de vente diroetc do lours 
biens immobiliers, ou commo Economies personnellcs; 

2. Pour les r4fugi6s qui ne se pr6valent pas de la Convention 
d’Emigration mais qui ont obtenu la restitution de leurs propriet6B 
sises dans leur pays d’origine; les sommes qui leur zont aequises 
comme prix de vente de ces propri4t4s. 

Organisation g4n4rale des payements 
AicrrcLB 4 

Cos exportations de fonds se feront dans les conditions presorites 
ii Particle 12. 

Les payements prevus a Particle 2 seront faits tout ayant- 
droitj partie au comptant, partie terme. 

L’importanoe relative de la partie payee conaptant et la partie 
pay4e h, terme pourra varier d’aprls la situation de I’ayant-droit 
et l’4tat de fonds sp4ciaux imm6diatement disponibles. 

Le montaut pay4 comptant sera, en ordre g4n4ral, de I’impor- 
tanoe de dix pour cent du moutant des sommes. 

Les payements comptant seront faits oomme il est dit I’artiole 

6. 

Les payements & terme seront faits suivant le m4oanisme d4crit 
aux articles 6 et suivants. 
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Payements comptant 
Article 6 

Les payements au comptant seront faits par pr61^vement sur 
les fonds ad hoc prevus ou prevoir anx budgets bulgare et grec 
pour les cxeroiccs 1922-1923 a 1926-1926. 

Tout payement comptant sera fait en un chfequc emis par la 
Commission Mixte sur la Banque Nationals du pays de situation 
du bien et libelle en Dollars. Ce cheque sera aceompagn^ d’un 
bordereau d61ivre par la Commission Mixte, indiquant, suivant les 
besoms de r6migrant, en quelle monnaie (Drachmes ou Levas en 
proportion determinee de I’uno et I’autre), ledit cheque sera pay- 
able. 

Le change sera fait au coura du jour ofi le titulairc remettra 
son chbquo 6, la Banque Nationale de Pune et Pautre pays, ce cours 
f'tant caloulc d’aprfts ceux du cheque sur New-York k Athenes et 
Soda. 

Subrogation mutuelle des Gouvernements pour les payements 

i terme 

Article 6 

Chacun des Gouvernements se substitue, en bloc, a Pautre 
Gouverncment dans le service des payements k. terme diis par 
celui-oi, et simultancmenb, en contre-partie, il est subroge aux 
droits qu’ont vis-Ji-vis de cot autre Gouvernement, les emigrants 
cr6anciers dont il assume le payement. 

Abtiole 7 

Par suite des substitutions et subrogations prevues a Particle 
precedent, la creance de chaque Emigrant sur le Gouvernement dont 
il quitte le territoire est convertie en une creance sur le Gouverne- 
ment dont il deviont sujet; simultanement, chaque Gouvernement 
devient crbditeur de Pautre Gouvernement pour le montant total 
de la dette a terms de celui-oi. 

Les comptes orMiteur et d4biteur ainsi cr64s entre les deux 
Gouvernements se balangant partiellement, Pensemble de la dette 
a terme des deux Gouvernements vis-a-vis de Pensemble des Emi- 
grants oreanoiers se compose en demifere analyse de: 

1. Uno dette propre de chacun des Gouvernements vis-k-vis de 

ses nauveaux nationaux, ces dettes etant toutes deux Egales 6. 
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la crdancc do cclui des deux troupes d’cmigvants dout la croance 
est la plus petite; 

2. Unc dette dc I’un dcs Gouverncments vis-Ji-vis do I’aubre 
Gouverncinent ct une detto identique dc oc dernier Gouvernc- 
inont vis-&.-vi8 de ses nouveaux nationaux, lo inontant dc cetto 
dette 6tant cgal la difference des ordanoes des deux groupes 
d’emigrants. 

Abticle 8 

Des deux dettes dent est ainsi charge celui des deux Gouverne- 
ments dent la dette totale est la plus grande, une priority est 
leoonnue a celle de la catdgorie 2 de Particle 7. 


Mecanisme gdniral des payements k terms 
Abticlb 9 

Les payements terme seront faits aux ayants-droits, au 
moment de la liquidation do leurs proprietds, en ‘titres provisoires’ 
ddcrits ii. Particle 10, lesquels ‘titres provisoires’ seront ultdrieure- 
ment, comme il est dit Particle 14, payds ou consolidds sous la 
forme de ‘titres ddjSnitifs' ddorits h Particle 15. 

Les oomptes ordditeur et ddbiteur entre les deux Gouverncments, 
subsdquents d. Pdmission des ‘titres provisoires,' feront mensuello- 
ment I’objet d’un rdglement provisoire conformdment ^ Particle 11, 
et ils seront ddfinitivement aoldda comme il est dit aux articles 16 
etl7. 

Les propridtds liquidees seront, &, dater de leur payeraent en 
‘titres provisoires’ jusqu’au moment de la consolidation des dettes fi 
terme erddes par Pdmission de ees titres, gdrdes comme il est dit ft 
Particle 19, 

Pendant la pdriode des liquidations, les exportations des fonds 
prdvues h Particle 3 se feront par lo fonctionnement du compte- 
ohange ordd en veitu de Particle 12. Ce oompte fera mensuellement 
Pobjet du rdglement provisoire prdvu &. Particle 12, et il sera ddflni- 
tivement solidds, apres la cl&ture des liquidations, comme il est dit 
aux articles 16 et 18. 

‘Titres provisoires' 

AiiTica:<E 10 

Les ‘titres provisoires’ qui seront xemis aux d mig ra.Tit,p an 
- de la liquidation de leurs propridtds et en attendant la 
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d6Uvrance des ‘litres definitifs’ prdvus a Particle 15, seront libellds 
oomme un engagement du pays d’installation de P&nigrant. 

Ils seront remis aux ayants-droits Ji Pmtervention de la Com- 
mission Mixte Celle-ci tiendra comptc des ‘litres provisoires’ ainsi 
6niis par chaeun des Gouverncments. 

Ces ‘litres provisoires’ seront productifs d’mt&'St au taux de 
6% Pan, h, dater du jour ou Pemigrant aura perdu definitivement 
la jouissance du bien en payement duquel ils auront 6t6 emis, ce 
jour 6tant fixe par la Commission Mixte dans chaque cas par- 
ticulier. 

Les intdrSts seront payables semestriellement. 

Les ‘litres provisoires’ auront pouvoir liberatoire pour certaincs 
catdgones de payements h. faire par l'6migre d6tenteur au Gou- 
vernement cmetteur. Ils pourront notamment etre donnes en paye- 
ment do proprietds que les titulaires voudraient acqudrir du 
Gouvernement sur les terntoires desqucls ils s’installent, que ces 
proprietds entrent ou non dans la constitution du fonds cred en 
vertu do Particle 19. Ils pourront notamment aussi, pour leur 
valour nominalc, lire donnds eomme cautionnement pour tous con- 
tracts passds ou a passer avec le Gouvernement dmettem*. 

Ija [ormo des ‘litres provisoires’ &. dmettre par chacun des Gou- 
vernoraents et le ddtail des privileges dont ils jouiront dans leur 
pays d’dmissioii, seront dtablis par des accords directs entre chacun 
des Gouvernements et la Commission Mixte. Ils seront conQUs de 
manidre &, mettre I’dmigrant d Pabri des pertes au change entre le 
moment de Pdvaluation de sa propridtd et le moment du reemploi 
de son titre do payement. Ils devront egalement oomprendre de 
grandes facilites pour Pobtention, d’avanoe sur titres ou escompte 
des titres. 

Les ‘litres provisoires’ seront garantis par; 

I, Lea engagements pris par les deux Hautes Parties notamment 
aux articles 14 et 17 du present aote: 

II. Les garanties conBtitu4es en vertu de Particle 19. 

Comptes-llquidations et ‘bons provisoires’ 

Ahticlb 11 

Au ddbut de ohaque mois, la Commission Mixte 6tablira le 
nrontafit des ^litres provisoires' emis, sur sa demande, pendant le 
mois 4coul6, par chacun des Gouvernements. 

Ohaque Gouvernement dtant cr4diteur de Pautre Gouvernement 
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pour ce montaiil, la Commission MixLe 6tablira la balance pour Ic 
mois ecoule rlos comptes crediicur ct debitour ainsi erdes cuU'c lea 
deux Gouveniements. 

Pour Ic montant do ccUc balance, I’Etat debiLeur romeUra ii 
TEbat ordditeur par I’entremisc de la Commission Mixte, un 'bon 
provisoire.’ 

Cea ‘bona proviaoirea’ seront libollds en Dollars et productifs 
d’mlerdt au taux de 6% Pan, 

Ils portcront I’engagement du Gouvemement dmetteur de lea 
payer ou lea consolidcr comme il est dit aux articles 16 et 17. 

Compte-change et 'reconnaissances provisoires’ 

Artigle 12 

Pendant toute la periode des liquidations par la Commission 
Mixte, des facilitds de change seront acoordeea aux personnes men- 
tionndea a Particle 3 pour leur permettre d’exporter vers leur pays 
de destination lea fonds visds dans le mSme article. 

En vue de Pootroi de cea facilitds de change, lea Banques Na- 
tionalee de Grdce et de Bulgarie s'ouvriront mutuellcment un erddit 
en Dollars dont il sera usd comme il est dit ci-dessous. 

Lcs dmigrants et rdfugids Bulgares ddsireux d’exjiorter lours 
fonds de Greoe en Bulgarie, verseront ceux*ci en Draohmes a la 
Banque Nationals de Grdce en accompagnant leur versemont d'un 
certificat de la Commiasion Mixte attestant leur qualitd et indi- 
quant I’origine des fonds ddposds. La Banque Nationale de Grdcc 
leur remettra un chdque en Dollars sur la Banque Nationale de 
Bulgarie, le change dtant fait au prix moyen entre ses cours d’achat 
et de vente du jour, et ledit chdque ctant payable par la Banque 
Nationale de Bulgarie en Levas au prix moyen entre ses cours 
d’achat et de vente du jour de la prdseatation. 

Il sera agi de la mdme manidre par la Banque Nationale de 
Bulgarie en ce qui ooncerne les emigrants et rdfugids Grecs, 

, Au ddbut de ohaquo mois, les deux Banques dresseront un etat 
de ddbits et credits mutuels, en Dollars, resultant des operations du 
mois ecould. La Banque dont le solde sera erdditeur un title de 
'reconnaissance provisoire’ du montant de ce soldo. 

Cea ‘reconnaissanceB provisoires’ seront libelldes en Dollars et 
produotives d’intdrSt h 6% Pan. 

Elies porteront I’engagement de la Banque dmettrice de les 
payee ou lea conflolider comme il est dit aux articles 16 et 18. 
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Cloture dea comptes provisoires 
Article 13 

Lorsqu’auront et6 tcrrnin4es revaluation par la Commission 
Mixte de tous los bicns iramobiliers ^ liquider ct remission do tous 
les ‘titres provisoires’ ndcessairee a leur payement, la Commission 
Mixte ddclarera clos les comptes ouverts en vertu de I’artiele 10. 

Elle notifiera ce fait aux deux Gouvernements et aux deux 
Banques Nationales et les invitera a clbturer avant le 20 du mois 
suivant, les comptes ouverts en vertu des articles 11 et 12, par 
remission d’un dernier 'bon provisoire’ et oelle d’une demiere 
‘reconnaissance provisoire.’ 

Elle les invitera simultandment a liquider ou consolider les 
dettes a leur charge, ohacun en ce qui le concerne, dans un dclai 
de trois mois prenant cours a la date fixee S, I’alinca precedent, et 
dans les conditions fixees aux articles 14, 16, 17 et 18. 

Consolidation des ‘titres provisoires,’ 'titres definitifs’ 
Artiolb 14 

Lorsqu’il aura 4t4 saisi par la Commission Mixte conformement 
hi Particle 13 de la demands de payement ou de consolidation de 
see ‘titres provisoires,’ ohaque Gouvernement devra: 

Soit payer oomptant la contrcvaleur de ces titres; 

Soit affecter au service de la dette reprdsentde par eux, dans le 
delai de trois mois prevu h Particle precedent, des revenus certains 
et suffisants qui seront plac4s sous le contr81e d’un organisme finan- 
cier international. Dans ces cas, auBsit6t les affectations faites, la 
Commission Mixte fera remplacer les 'titres provisoires’ par les 
titres definitifs’ du type decrit S. Particle 15, ou elle fera trans- 
former les ‘titres provisoires’ en ‘titres definitifs’ par Papposition 
des ecritures prevues a Palin^a 5 de Particle 15. 

Article 15 

Les ‘titres definitifs’ mentionnes h Particle 14, repr4sentatifs des 
payements a terme aux dmigrants, seront produotifs d’interSt a 
6% Pan, et araortissables a dater du 1“^ Juillet 1926, en un nombre 
d’ann4es restreint et ne ddpassant pas 12 ans. 

Leur service sera assur4 par unc annuity garantie comme il est 
dit Particle 14. 

Ils iouiront de tous les privileges reconnus aux ‘titres pro- 
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visoiros.’ a I’cxception dos garantios pi’6vucs au dcrnior alinea 
de I’artiole 10, 

Ils scront couverts par les garanties prdvpos ?i I’article 14. 

Leur texte mentionnera cxplioitement lea garanties affcctccs Ji 
leur service. 

La forme des ‘titres definitifs’ k dmettre par chaoun des Gou- 
vernements, leur duiAe d’amortissement et le detail des privileges 
dont ils jouiront dans leur pays d'emiasion scront dtablis, tout 
comme pour les ‘titres provisoires,’ par des accords directs entre 
chacun des Gouvernementa et la Commission. Mixte. 

Compensation entre les ‘bons provisoires’ et les 'reconnaissances 

provisoires’ 

AimciiB 16 

D6s la notification prfivue ^ Particle 13, la Commission Mixte 
6tablira les totaux des credits et des debits constitues entre les deux 
Gouvemements par les ‘bons provisoires,’ pr6vus a Particle 11, et 
lea intfirSts eapitalisda de ces bons. 

Elle 6tablira, entre cos debits et orddits, une compensation d’oili 
rdaultera le ddbit de Pun des Gouvemements envera Pautre au titre 
du compte-liquidations Simultandincnt, la Commission Mixte 
dtablira, d’accord avee les deux Banques Nationales, les totaux des 
erddits et ddbits constitues entre les Banques par les 'reconnais- 
sances provisoires,’ prdvues a Particle 12, et les intdrdta capitalisds 
de ces titres. 

Si, en suite de ces opdrationa, Pun des Pays est ddbiteur envers 
Pautre au titre du compte-liquidations pendant entre les Gou- 
vernements et simultandment ordditeur envers lui au titre du 
compte-change pendant entre les Banques Nationales, une compen- 
sation sera etablie entre ces deux comptes. 

De cette compensation rdsultera le ddbit final de Pun des Gou- 
vernements envers Pautre ou de Pune des Banques Nationales 
envers Pautre, 

Cette opdration de compensation aura pour corolaire un rdgle- 
ment direct it intervenir entre ehaque Gouvemement et sa propre 
Banquo Nationale pour le montant ayaait fait Pobjet de la Com- 
pensation de Pays ^ Pays. 

Les dettca qui subSisteront, de Pun ^ Pautre Gouvemement ou 
de Pune ^ Pautre Banque Nationale, aprds les opdrations de com- 
^ pensation, seront payees ou oopaoliddes oomme il est dit aux articles 
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17 et 18, sans qu’il puisse etre impose, par la Partie debitrice, une 
compensation quelconque entre ces dettes et tout autre oompte 
pendant entre les deux Pays. 

Reglement des dettes entre Gouvernements au titre du compte- 
liquidations. ‘Obligations’ 

Article 17 

Pour consolider la dette qui subsistora dvcntuellement de I’un 
envers I’autre Gouvcrnement au titre du oompte-liquidations, apres 
Ics opdrations de compensation dccrites Particle 16, Ic Gouverne- 
ment dcbiteur dcvra, dans le delai de trois mois pr6vu h, Particle 
13, remettre le inontant de octte dette au Gouvernement crfiditeur 
en ‘obligations’ du type dccrit ci-dessous ou en petit nombre d’an- 
nuitds suivant toute autre mdthode qu’agrderaient les deux Parties 
a Pintcrvention de la Commission Mixte. 

Les ‘obligations’ prevues a Palinea ci-dcssus seront des titres au 
portcur, libelles en Dollars, productifs d’intdrdt a 6% Pan, amor- 
tissables on six annces dater du 1®’' Juillct 1926, au pair et par 
tiragc au sort. 

Elios seront payables, principal et intdrSt, en cheque sur New- 
York. 

Les interdts seront payables semestriellement les 1®'' Janvier et 
1®‘ Juillet de chaque annde. 

Leur service sera assure par une annuitd oonstante en Dollars, 
garantie par des revenus sufflsants que le Gouvernement dmetteur 
devra affecter a ce service, sous le contrSle d’un organisme financier 
international. 

Si, aprds la date prcvue a Particle 13 alinda 2, et avant I'amor- 
tissement intdgral des ‘obligations’ dmises par lui en vertu du 
present article, lo Gouvernement ddbiteur oonolut un emprunt 
extdrieur destind h la consolidation de sa dette flottante, il sera tenu 
d’effeotuer, sur le produit de cet emprunt, Pamortissement anticipd 
desdites ‘obligations.’ 

Rdglement des dettes entre Banques Nationales au titre du 
compte-change 

Article 18 

La dette qui subsistera dventuellement de Pune envers Pautre 
Banque Nationale au titre du compte change prdvu a Particle 12 
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iipris Ics op6i'fitions do compensations docriies a Particle 16, sera 
payee, par la Banque ddbitrioo a la Banquo crodiLrico, dans le ddlai 
do troia mois pr6vu a Particle 13 en traitcs libcll^cs on Dollars, 
portant interoL a 6% Pan, ct dont le delai do payoinoufc n’oxcedera 
pas troia mois. 

Fonds de garantie 
Article 19 

Lcs propriitcs liquidces seront gerees, depnia leur payement en 
‘titi’es provisoires’ jusqu’au moment de la consolidation des dettes 
a termc cr46es par Pemission de ces titres, comme il est dit ci- 
dessous. 

II sera cr4e, dans chaoun des deux Pays, un fonds qui compren- 
dra toutes les proprietes liquidces par la Commission Mixte. 

Chaquc fonds sera g6re par une administration specialc, fonc- 
tionnant sous Ic conti’file de la Commission Mixte, et conform6ment 
a un statut qui sera elabore ulterieuremcnt, dans chaque Pays, par 
accord entre le Gouvernemcnt et la Commission Mixte. 

Les Gouvcrnements respeotifs auront la jouissanco des biens qui 
constituent les fonds, mais ils ne pourronl lcs aligner que dans les 
conditions auivantos; 

Le Gouvernemcnt qui desirera alidner un bien immobilier 
entrant dans la constitution du fonds de garantie, devra verser, 
a Padministration du fonds, dans les conditions qui auront dte 
ddtermindes ultdrieuiemcnt, le prix de cet immeuble tel qu’il 
aura etd fixe lors de la liquidation par la Commission Mixte, ou 
tel autre prix agree par celle-ci. Dans le cas ob Pacheteur de 
Pimmeuble est un emigrant se prevalent de Particle 10, alinda 
6, le versement a faire par le Gouvernement au fonds do garantie 
pourra dtre fait au moyen des titres provisoires par lesquels 
Pacheteur a payd Pimmeuble. 

Les propridtds ainsi alidndes oesseront ddfinitivement d’appar- 
tenir aux fonds de garantie. 

Dans les cas oh Pun des Gouvemements ne satisferait pas 
entidrement aux obligations qui lui incombent pour la consolidation 
de sa dette h terme, conformdment aux articles 14, 16, 17 et 18, la 
Oommission' Mixte poursuivra directement la rdalisation des biens 
qui constituent, jusqu’fi. concurrence de la somme dont le payement 
n’aura pas dtd assure, ou elle transferera d une organisation dxis- 
tante, ou qu’dle ordera, la gestion du fonds et la Tdalisation even- 
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tuelle des biens, h charge pour cette organisation do faire le service 
de la dette non encore consolidee. 

An contraire, dfes que I’un des Gouvernements aura pay4 on 
consolide int^gralement sa dette h. tcrme conformement aux articles 
14 et 17, la Commission Mixte levera le contrble sur le fonds garan- 
tissant cette dette; ce Gouvemcment pourra alors disposer libre- 
ment des biens qui auront eonstitue le fonds. 

Si I’un des Gouvernements desire acquorir la pleine proprietc 
de tout ou partie des immeublcs liquides par la Commission Mixte 
sur son territoire, des leur payement en 'titres provisoires’ ou alors 
qu’ils font partie du fonds do garantie, il pourra offrir a la Com- 
mission Mixte de remplacer la garantie que constituoraient oes 
immeubles en tant que partie du fonda par ccs garantiea au moins 
dquivalantcs, la Commission Mixte dtant competente de juger si 
les garanties ainsi offertes sent sufBsantes et de rejeter la substitu- 
tion en cas contraire. 
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FINANCIAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN BULGARIA 
AND GREECE 

Origmal tesxt from League of Nations, Treaty Series, Ixxxvii, pp. 200- 
208. English translation in the same place, pp. 201-209, also in League of 
Nations, Official Journal, February, 1928, pp. 244-245. 

ACCORD FINANCIER ENTRB LA BULGARIE ET LA 
GRECE, CONCERNANT LA PROCEDURE SELON LA- 
QUBLLE LES POPULATIONS tCHANGEES SERONT 
INDEMNISEES, ET LE REGLEMENT DES DETTES IN- 
COMBANT DE CE FAIT AUX DEUX GOUYERNEMENTS. 
SIGNE A GENte, LE 9 DlfeCEMBRE 1927. 

Vu la Convention relative I’emigration reciproque, signfie h 
Neuilly-sur-Seine, le 27 novembre 1919: 

Vu le “Plan de paiements” adopts le 8 d^cembre 1922 ; 

Considerant quo le pr&ident de la Commission mixte pr6vue 
par ladite convention a et6 consults et qu’il a exprime un avis con- 
forme: 

Les repr&entanta soussign^s de la Bulgarie et de la Grfece sont 
convenus de ce qui suit: 

Aux lieu et place des dispositions actuclles de Particle 9, para- 
graphes 2, 3 et 4, et des articles 11-19 du “Plan de paiements” du 
8 deoembre 1922, les dispositions suivantes prondront effet: 

Abticlb prbmieb 

Les titres dofinitifs envisages par le “Plan de paiements" auront 
la forme de titres, nura6rot6s consecutivement, libellds en Jeva op 
dracbme^ (suivant le cas), nets de tous impdts 
bell&iiques (suivant le cas), portent int6rSt &. 6% 

6tant payable semestridlement le 1” janvier et le 
te?a.boutsable8 au moyen d'un fonds d’amortissement, 
prdvu ci-dessqus, ce fonds d’amortisaenjent 
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tionnfer lo 1® juillet 1928. Le texte dea titres delinitifa a 6mettrc 
par chacun dcs gouvernementa sera identique et lixe par voie d’ac- 
cord direct entre chacun dea gouvernements ot la Commission 
Mixte. 

Lea deux gouvernements s'engagent — aussi longtemps qu’il 
existera dea titres non rembours4s de ces dmissions pour chaque 
semeatre a partir du 1®^ juillet 1928, — a consacrer a 1 'achat de titres, 
en vue de lour annulation, unc somme dquivalant k un soixantidmc 
de la valeur nominale du total de tous lea titres dmis (y compris 
lea titres proviaoircs non encore echangds centre dea titres 
ddfinitifs) . 

A cette fin, un titre sera considdrd comme ayant et6 "dmis” 
un mois aprea la date a laquelle la Commission mixte aura notifid 
aux organismes competents des deux gouvernements le nom de 
I’ayant droit et Ic montant qui lui est dfi. 

Pour autant que Ics titres ndeessaires ne pourront Itre achetes 
ou dans tous les caa si leur prix sur le marchd est au-dessus du 
pair, il sera procedd au tirage de titres pour remboursement aupair. 
Les tirages seront effeotues par les directions respectives des Dettes 
publiques. Les achats et les tirages pour les fonds d’amortissement 
seront cffcctuds par la Banque nationals de Bulgarie et par la 
Banque d’dmission de Grdce respectivement, et les sommes 
scinestriellcment affectes au fonds d’amortissement seront trans- 
ferdes auxdites banquea par le gouvernement interesse, le 1" janvier 
et le 1” juillet respectivement, au oours de chaque annde a partir 
du 1® juillet 1928. S’il est neoessaire de proedder k un tirage, les 
tirages devront avoir lieu au plus tard un mois avant la fin du 
semestre en question, e’est-k-dire que les premiers tirages ne 
s’effectueraient pas plus tard que le 1” decembre 1928, pour 
remboursement au pair le 1" janvier 1929. Les renseignements 
concernant tous les titres sortis au tirage seront publies dans le 
Journal Offidel et affichds dans toutes les succmsales de la Banque 
d’dmission du pays interessd. 

Les banques dovront notifier a la Commission mixte et au 
Conseil de la Socidtd des Nations, k la fin de chaque semestre, 
les montants versds pour les intdrdts sur les titres, les montants 
regus par eux pour lo fonds d’amortissement et les sommes qui 
auront dtd affootdes par elles au remboursement a) par achate, et b) 
par tirages. 

Ohaenn des deux gouvernements aura, en outre, le droit de 
rembouTser au pair, k un moment queloonque, moyennant prdavis 
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d’un mois, la Lotalit6 ou Louie Ci-action additionaollo (<i6tcrmin(So 
par voio de llrago) dcs tifcros 6mis cn sa propro monnaio. En co caa, 
les feoinmcs irdcossaires pour Ics verscmonts scracstriels au fonds 
d’anaortiBscmcut seront rdduites suivant le rapport exislanl entre 
la valour nominale dcs litoes remboursds oL la valour noininalc du 
moniant total des titros dniis. 

Les litres et leiu’s coupons seront exondres de tous imp6ts, taxes, 
redevances et charges quelconques, presents ou luturs, dans le pays 
d’dmission et seront acceptdea dans ledit pays, pour leur valeur 
nominale, comma eautionnement pour tous contrats passds aveo 
I’Etat. 

Les deux gouvernements s’ongagent par le present accord h, 
obtenir sans delai toutes autorisations Idgislatives ndeessairea pour 
assurer I’inscription annuelle au budget ordinaire de I’Etat des 
sommes requises pour lo service des dmiseions susmontionndes. 

AfiTlCLE 2 

Dfes quo les deux gouvernements auront approuvd lo presont 
accord, I’dmission dcs titres proviaoiros cessera et los titres pro- 
visoires cxistants seront dchangds, aussi rapidomont quo possible, 
centre des titres ddfinitifs. 

Abticlb 3 

Tous les titres provisoires qu’il serait ndecssairo d’dmettro aprds 
le 1" Janvier 1928 seront libellds suivant les nouvelles formulea qui 
flgurent aux annexes I et II. 

AamcLB 4 

Le 31 decembre 1927 et la fin de chaque semestre ultdrieur, 
jusqu’S. la mise en application de Particle 5, la Commission mixte 
fixera, d’aocord aveo le Ministdre des Finances de chaque pays, 
la valeur nominale totals dcs titres (y compris lea titres provisoires) 
dmis (suivant la definition figurant d Palinda 3 de Particle 1 ci- 
desBus) . 

La Commission mixte confrontera les totaux ainsi dmis en leva 
et en draohmes reapeotivement, en oonvertissant la manna\e du pays 
ddbiteur au corns moyen, sur le pays ordancier qui a dt6 pratiqud 
pendant le dernier des six mois en question, 

Le gouvememait qui, h la suite de cette comparaison, se 
trouvera alors ddbiteur de I’autre gouvemement, devra immddiate- 
mant (et en tout cas, au plus tard un mois aprds la flu du semostrfe) , 
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vcrscr au gouverneraent cr6anoier, dans la monnaie dudit gouverne- 
ment, une somme repr4sentant I’intdret seraestriel afferent au 
montant des titres dquivalant &, sa dette, ainsi que I’amortissemcni 
dvi, le cas dcheant, sur ces titres. Pour le premier r&glement, tous 
Ics inter§ts anteneurement vcr&6s ou dus seront compris dans le 
calcul. 

II incombera a la Commission mixte •d’obtenir rapidoment des 
deux Mmisteres des Finances les renseignements neoessaires pour 
etablir la comparaison suamontionnee ; les deux gouvernements 
s’engagent, par le prdsent accord, a donner a la Commission ou & 
ses reprdaentants toutes facilites pour obtenir lesdits renseigne- 
ments; ils s’engagent, en outre, a prendre eux-mimes toutes les 
mcsurcs admmistratives neoessaires pour assurer que tous les ren- 
seignements indispensables seront promptement accessibles. 

AhticiiB 5 

Dds que tous lea ‘titres definitifs’ (ou un nombre de ces titres 
suffisant pour justifier, de I’avis de la Commission mixte, oetto 
ineauro) auront 6t6 dmis suivant le ddfinition figurant a I’alinda 
3 de I’article 1 oi-dessus, la Commission mixte fixera le total, sous 
rdserve, le cas dchdant, de rectification ultdrieure, du soldo dfi par 
I’Etat debitcur (calculd eomme il est dit d. I’articlc prdeddent) . La 
Commission mixte calculera Ic service semestriol (intdret et amor- 
tissement) affdrent au total ci-dessus et I’Etat ddbiteur remettra a 
une banque neutre, que le Oonseil de la Socidtd des Nations 
ddsignera eomme son mandataire, des effets portant respeotivement 
la date du 15 dccembre et du 15 juin, a raison d’un effet pour 
chaque versement semestriel (intdrdts et fonds d’amortissement, 
savoir un soixantieme chaque semestre pendant trento ans). Ces 
effets seront payables dans la monnaie du pays creanoier. Le 
mandataire prdsentera ees effets, lors de leur dchdanoe, I’Etat 
ddbiteur et remettra les sommes xegues au gouvemement erdancier, 
de fagon que les sommes dues parviennent au gouvemement 
crdanoier au moins trois jours pleins avant le 1" janvier et le 
1" juillet respeotivement. Le gouvemement ddbiteur payera les 
frais e? charges du mandataire pour oe service. 

Abtiolb 6 

Les organisations de la Socidtd des Nations, chargdes dans les 
deux pays de I’dtablissement des refugies, prendront des arrange- 
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luonts avec los gouvernemonts rospectifs pour accepter clcs r6fufti<?s 
au pair, Jl litre de r6gleiuent do certftinca sommos duos par oes 
derniers aux organisations d’dtabhsscmcnt, Ics litres pvovisoircs cl 
deflnitifs dmis par les gouverncments rospectifs. 

Ahtiole 7 

Les fonctions inoombant a la Commission mixte en vertu du 
present accord peuvent dtre transfdrdes toute autre personne ou 
organisation qm pourra dtre approuvee a cet effet par le Conseil 
de la Socidtd dcs Nations, si oelui-ci en decide ainsi a un moment 
quelconque. 

ABTicnn 8 

Tout differend relatif k I’inteipretation du prdsent accord sera 
tranebd par le Conseil de la Socidtd dcs Nations, qui prendra sa 
decision k la majoritds des voix. 

Articub 9 

Le prdsent accord sera soumia, pour ce qui concerne la Sooidtd 
des Nations, k I’acceptation du Conseil. 

AwncLB 10 

Le present accord sera ratifld et les ratifications seront ddposdes 
au Seerdtariat de la Sooidtd des Nations. 

Pait k Geneve, le 9 dccembre 1927, en un seul cxemplaire qui 
restera deposd au Seerdtariat de la Socidtd des Nations et sera, par 
lui, enregistrd aussitdt que possible. 

Pour la Bulgarie: 

Wl. Molloit, 

Ministre des Finances. 

Pour la Grdce: 

0. Caphandabib, 

Ministre des Finances. 

Le President de la Commission mixte: 

Jambs db Bbvbtibb 
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CONVENTION CONCERNING THE EXCHANGE OE 
GREEK AND TURKISH POPULATIONS 

Original text from League of Nations, Treaty Series, xxxii, pp. 76-86, 
and Franco, Mim&tere des Affaires Sltrangfrres, Documents diplomakQues 
Conference de Lauaarme (Paris, 1923), ii, pp. 116-122. The text is also 
given in Conference de Lausanne, RecueM, des actes (Paris, 1923), premiere 
84rie, i, pp. 320-324, while both the French text and an Engh^ tranda- 
tion may be found in Great Britain, Pailiamentaiy Papers, Turkey No 1 
(JdJSS), Lausanne Conference (London, 1923), pp. 817-8^. The text in the 
Treaty Series is also accompanied by an English translation. 

CONVENTION CONCERNANT L’EOHANGE DES POPULA- 
TIONS GRECQUES ET TORQUES, ET PROTOCOLE, 
SIGNES A LAUSANNE, LE 30 JANVIER 1923 

Lo Qouverncincut de la Grande Assembl6e Nationale do Turquie 
ot le Qouvornement hellenique sont oonvenns des dispositions 
suivantcs: 

Abticlb pkemibb 

II sera proo6d6 dfes le 1®' mai 1923 a l'6cbangc obligatoire des 
reasortissants turos de religion grecque-orthodoxe 4tablis sur lee 
territoires turcs et des resaortissants grecs de religion musulmane 
etablis sur lea territoires grecs. 

Ces personnea ne pourront venir se r66tablir en Turquie ou, 
rospectivement, en Gr^oe, sans I’autorisation du Gouvornement turo 
ou, respeotivement, du Gouvernement hellenique. 

Abtiolb 2 

Ne seront pas oompris dans I’fiobange prSvu a I'Arfiole premier: 

o)»Les habitants grecs de Constantinople; 

b) Lea habitants musulmans de la Thrace occidentale, 

Seront OQnsid4r6s oomrae habitants grecs de Constantinople tous 
les Grecs dSjJi etablis avant le 30 octobre 1918 dans les circoUs- 
ifriptions de la Prefecture de la Ville de Constantinople, telles 
q^^elleS sont d41imit4ss par la loi de 1912, 
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Weront conaid^rcs ooinmc habitants muaulmans clc la Thraeo 
oceidcniale tons Ics muaulmans ctablis dans la region a I’Est do 
la ligmc-frontihrc ctablic on 1913 par le Traits do Bucarcst. 

Article 3 

Les Grccs ot les musulmans, ayant dejh quittc depuis lo 18 
octobre 1912 los tcrritoirea dont les habitants greoa et turcs doivcnt 
^tre respectivemeut 4chang6s, seront consid4r& comme compris dans 
rSchangc prSvu dans I’Artiole premier. 

L’expression “emigrant’' dans la presente Convention comprend 
toutes les personnes physiques et morales devant Smigrer ou ayant 
4migr6 dopuis le 18 octobre 1912. 

ABTicmB 4 

Tous les hommes valides appartenant &, la population grocquo 
dont ‘les families ont d6]2i quittc le tomtoire turo et qui sont 
aotuellement retenus en Turquie, constitueront le premier contin- 
gent de Grecs a envoyer en Gr4ce conform6ment h la pr6Bente 
Convention. 

Article 6 

Sous r4Berve des stipulations des Articles 9 et 10 de la pr4sente 
Convention, auoune atteinte ne sera porteo aux droits de propri6t4 
et cr4ancea des Grecs de la Turquie, ou des musulmans de la 
Gr4ce, par suite de I’echange h effectuer en vertu de la prosente 
Convention. 

AancLB 6 

II ne pourra Itre apporte aucun obstacle, pour quelquc cause 
que ce soit, au d4part d’une personne appartenant aux populations 
h 4ohanger, En cas de eondamnation definitive a une peine af- 
flictive et en oas de eondamnation non encore definitive ou do pour- 
suite penale contre un 4migrant, oe dernier sera livre, par les 
autorit4B du pays poursuivant, aux autorit4B du pays 6u il se rend, 
afin qu’il purge sa peine ou qu’il soit jug4. 

Abmclb 7 

Les emigrants perdront la nationalit4 du pays qu’ils abandon- 
nfflitj et ils acquerront oelle du pays de destination dSs lour arrivde 
sdr le territojre de oe pays. 
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Los omigrch qui nuraient dcja quitto I’un ou I’auLrc des deux 
pays cl qui n’auraicnt pas encore acquis Iciir nouvollc nationalite, 
acqucvvont pclte nationalite la date do la signature de la pr&entc 
Convention. 

AmicLE 8 

Les Emigrants soront librea d’emporter avec eux ou de faire 
transporter Icura biens meublcs de toute nature sans qu’il leur 
soit impost de ce chef aucun droit, soit de sortie, soit d’entrdo, 
ni aucune autre taxe. 

De incme, lea membres dc toute communaute (y compris le per- 
sonnel des mosquees, tekkds, medrcsses, oglises, couvcnts, dcoles, 
hdpitaux, sooidtea, associations et personncs morales, ou autres 
f onclationa de quclquo nature que ce soit) , qua doit quitter le tena- 
toire d’un des Etats contractants en vertu de la presente Conven- 
tion, auront le droit d’emporter hbrement ou de faire transporter 
les biens incubles appartenant a leurs oommunautcs. 

Lcb plus graiides faoilitds de transport seront fournies par les 
autoritda des deux pays, sur la rceommandation de la Commission 
mixto pi'dvuo dans 1’ Article 11. 

Les dinigrunts qui no pourraient pas emportcr tout ou une partie 
cle leurs biens incubles pourront les laisser sur place. Dans ce cas, 
les autoritds locales seront tenu^ d’dtablir contradictoirement avec 
I’dinigrant I’inventirc et la valeur des biens meubles laissds par lui. 
Los proeds-verbaux oontenant I’inventaire et la valeur des biens 
incubles laissds par I’dmigrant seront dresses en quatre exemplaires, 
dont I’un sera conservd par les autoritds locales, le second sera 
remis a, la Commission mixte prevue & 1’ Article 11 pour servir de 
base k la liquidation prdvue a 1’ Article 9, le troisieme exemplaire 
sera rcmis au Gouverncment du pays d’immigration et le quatriemc 
ic I'dmigrant. 

Abticm 9 

Les biens immobiliers, ruraux ou urbains, appartenant aux 6mi- 
grants, aux communautes visdes a I’Article 8, ainsi que les biens 
meubles laissds par ces dmigranta ou oommunautds, seront liquidds, 
oonfoimdmesnt aux dispositions ci-aprfes, par la Commission mixte 
prdvue a I’Artiole 11. 

Les biona situds dans les rdgions soumises h, I’dchange obligatoire 
et appartenant aux institutions religieuses ou de bieifaisance des 
oommunautds dtablies dans une rdgion non soumise ^ I’dehange, 
devront dgalement dtre liquidds dans les m&nes conditions, 
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Articlk 10 

La liquifiation dos biens mobiliers ct iiuuiobiliers appartenaut 
aux pei’sonnes ay ant dcja qnitt6 lea terntoiYcs dcs Hautea Partica 
contracLantes eb considordes en veriu de 1’ Article 3 de la prdsento 
Convention comme rentrant dans l’6chnngc des populations, sera 
offectuee conformcment k I'Artiele 9 ct ind6pendammcnt de toutes 
les mesurea de quelque caractfere que ce aoit qui, conformcment aux 
lois etablies ct aux rCglements de toute nature ddiotCa depuia le 18 
octobre 1912 en Groce et en Turquie ou de toute autre manifere, ont 
eu pour rCsultat une restriction quelconque du droit de propriCte 
sur ces biens, telles que confiscation, vente foroce et autres. Dans 
le caa ou des biens vises au prCsont Article ainsi qu’k I’Artiele 9 
auraient et4 frappes d’une mosure de cette nature, leur valeur sera 
fixCc par la Commission prCvue k I’Artiele 11, comme si les mesurcs 
en question n’avaient pas 6tc appliquoes. 

En ce qui conoerne les biens expropriCs, la Commission Mixto 
proeddera a une noiivelle Evaluation do ces bions expropries dopuis 
le 18 octobre 1912, qui appartenaient aux personnes soumiscs ii 
I’Eohangc dans les deux pays and qui sont situes dans los territoircs 
soumis k TEchange. La Commission flxera on favour des propriE- 
taires une compensation qui rEparera le prEjudice qu’clle consta- 
tera, Le montant de cetto compensation sera portE au credit do cos 
propriEtaires et au debit du Gouvernement sur le Lorritoire duquel 
ae trouvent les immeublcs expropriEs. 

Au oas ou les personnes visees aux Articles 8 et 9 n’auraiont pas 
touohE le revenu des biens de la jouissance desquels elles auraient 
EtE privEes d’une maniEre ou d’une autre, la restitution de la valeur 
de ces revenus leur sera assurEe sur la base du rendement moyen 
d’avant-guerre, suivant les modalitEs k fixer par la Commission 
Mixte. 

En procEdant k la liquidation des biens Wakoufs en Grkce et 
dcs droits et intErEts en dlcoulant, ainsi que des fondaUona 
analogues appartenant aux Greos en Turquie, la Commission Mixte 
prEvue k I’Ariacle 11 s’lnspirera dea prinoipes consaorEs dans les 
TraitEt antErieursj dans le but de fake valoir pleinement les droits 
et intEfEts de oes fondatiohs et des particuliers qui y sont intEressEs, 

La Oompaission Mixte prEvue k I’Artiele 11 sera phargEe d’appli- 
quftr 068 stipplafiijins, 
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Akmclb 11 

Dans un dclai d’un mois L partir de I’cntree en viguenr de la 
prescnie Convention, il sera cr6e nne Commission Mixte r^sidant en 
Turquie ou en GrSce et compoa6e de quatre membres pour chacune 
des Hautes Parties contractantea et de trois membres choisis par le 
Conseil de la Sooi6te des Nations parmi les ressortissants des 
Puissances n’ayant pas participd &, la guerre de 1914-1918, La 
presidence de la Commission sera assumce k tour de r&le par chaoun 
de ces trois membres ncutres. 

La Commission Mixte aura le droit de oonstituer, dans lea lo- 
calitcs oA il lui paraitra ndeessaire, des Sous-Oommissions travail- 
lant sous ses ordres, et compos6es ehacune d’un membre turc, d’un 
membre greo, et d’un President neutre qui sera ddsigne par la 
Commission Mixte. La Commission Mixte d^termincra les pouvoirs 
k deldgucr aux Sous-Commissions. 

AKnciE 12 . 

La Commission Mixte aura pour attributions de surveiller ct 
faciliber l'6migration pr6vue par la presents Convention et de pro- 
odder k la liquidation des biens mobiliera et immobiliers prdvue aux 
Articles 9 et 10. 

Elle fixera les modalitds de I’dmigration et celles de la liquida- 
tion oi-dessua visde. 

D'une fagon gendrale, la Commission Mixte aura tous pouvoirs 
do prendre les raesures que neoessitera I'exdcution de la prdsente 
Convention et de ddeider toutes les questions auxquelles cette Con- 
vention pourrait donner lieu. 

Les ddcisions de la Commission Mixte seront prises k la majoritd 
des voix. 

Toutes les contestations relatives aux biens, droits et interSts k 
liquider seront regldes ddfinitivement par elle. 

Abtiole 13 

1* Commission Mixte aura tout pouvoir pour faire proodder k 
^estimation des biens mobiliera et immobiliers qui doivent 9tre 
liquidds en vertu de la prdsente Convention, lee intdressds dtant 
entendus ou ayant dtd dtoent oonvoquds pour §tre entendus. 

La base de I'estimation des biens qui doivent Stre liquidds sera la 
valeur de ces biens en monnaie d'or. 
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Artiolb 14 

La Commission remettra an propri6taire int&’esso iino duclava- 
fcion constatant la soinmo qui lui cst due du chef des biens dont il a 
ci6 depossedc, bions qui resleront a la disposition du Gouverneinent 
sur lo territoire duquel ils sont situ6s. 

Les montants dus sur la base de oes declarations constitueront 
une dette du Gouvernement du pays ovi la liquidation aura eu lieu 
envers le Gouvernement dont relfevc l’6migrant. Celui-ci devra en 
principc rccevoir, dans le pays ob il emigre, en representation des 
sommes qui lui sont dues, des biens d’egale valeur et de memo 
nature que ceux qu’il aura abandonnes. 

Toua les six mois, on etablira un oompte des sommes duos par 
lea Gouvernemente respectifs sur la base des declarations emises 
comme ci-dessus. 

A la liquidation finale, s’il y a equivalence entre les montants 
respcctiveincnt dus, lea comptes y rclatils scront coinpcnses. Si I’un 
des Gouvcrncmcnts resto ddbiteur onvers I’autrc aprbs coinponsa- 
tion, le solde ddbiteur sera payd au comptant, Si lo Gouvornoracuit 
ddbiteur demande des ddlais pour oo paiomont, la Commission 
pourra lea lui accorder, pourvu que la sommo duo soit payde au 
maximum dans trois annuitds. La Commission fixci’a les intdrSts a 
payer pendant ccs ddlais. 

Si la somme a payer eat assez importantc et ndcossite des ddlais 
plus longs, Ic Gouvernement ddbiteur payera au comptant une 
somme 6. ddtermincr par la Commission Mixte jusqu'd. concvurcnce 
de 20% du montant dfi et dmettra pour le solde des titres d’oraprunt 
portant un intdrdt fixer par la Commission Mixte, amortissable 
dans un ddlai maximum de 20 ans, Le Gouvernement ddbiteur 
affeotera au service de oet emprunt des gages agrdds par la Com- 
mission, gages qui seront gdrds et dont les revenus soront enoaissds 
par la Commission Internationale en Grdce et par le Conseil de la 
Dette Publique Constantinople. A ddfaut d’accord sur oes gages, 
il appartiendra au Conseil de la Socidtd des Nations de fixer oeux-ci. 

Article 15 

En vue de faoiliter I’dmigration, des fonds seront avanods k la 
Commission Mixte par les Etats intdressds, dans les conditions 
fixdes pSr ladite Commission. 
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Abticjlb 16 

Los Gouvornements de la Turquie et de la Grfeco se mettront 
d’accord avcc la Commisaion Mixte prevue h, I’Article 11 aur toutcs 
les questions relatives aux notidcations a faire aux personnes devant 
quitter lours territoires en vertu de la prdsente Convention et aux 
ports sur lesqucls ces personnes doivent se diriger pour €trc trans- 
portees a leurs pays do destination. 

Les Hautes Parties Gontractantes s’engagent mutuellement se 
qu’aucune pression direote ou indirecte no soit exeroee sur les 
populations qui doivent ctre eohangees pour leur faire quitter leurs 
foyers ou se dessaiair de leurs bicr^ avant la date fix4e pour leur 
depart. Elle s'engagent 4galement k ne soumettre les emigrants, 
ayant quitt6 ou qui doivent quitter le pays, li aucun imp&t ou taxe 
cxti'aordinaire. Aucune entrave ne sera apport4e au libre exercice 
par les habitants des rdgions exoeptees de Teohange en vertu de 
PArticle 2, de leur droit d’y roster ou d’y rentrer et de jouir libre- 
3ncnt de leurs libcrtds et de leurs droits de propriety en Turquie et 
on Gr6oe. Cette disposition no sei'a pas invoqu6e comme motif pour 
ompSchor la libro alidnation des biens appartenant aux habitants 
dosditos r6gionB exceptdes de l’6change et lo d6part volontaire de 
ceux do CCS habitants qui desirent quitter la Turquie ou la Gr4oe. 

Abtiolb 17 

Les frais d’entretien et de fonctionnement de la Commission 
Mixte et de scs organes seront support's par les Gouvemements 
intdressds dans des proportions & determiner par la Commisaion. 

ABTicnB 18 

Les Hautes Parties Contraotantes s’engagent A apporter A leur 
legislation respective les modifications qui seraienfc necessaires pour 
assurer I’execution de la presente Convention. 

AunoLB 19 

La presente Convention aura mSme force et valeur, au regard 
des feautes Parties id oontraotantefe, que si elle figurait dans le 
Traite de Paix qui sera oonclu avec la Turquie. Elle entrera en 
vigueur immediatement aprSa la ratification dudit Traite par les 
deux Hautes Parties Contraotantes. 

En foi de quoi, les Pienipotentiaires sousaignes, dont les pleins 
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poiivoh’s onl 6t6 rcspcctivcmcnL reconnus cn bonne ct due forme, 
ont signe la prosonte Convention 

Fait Lausanne, Ic trente janvior mil ncuf cent vingt-trois, en 
triple exemplairc, dont un sera remis au Gouvernement lielldnique 
et un au Gouvernement de la Grande Assemblce nationale do Tur- 
quie, et dont le troisi^me sera ddpobd aux archives du Gouvernement 
de la Rdpublique Frangaise, qui on ddlivrera dcs copies authentiques 
aux autres Puissances signataires du Traite de Paix aveo la T^ir- 
quio. 

E. K. Vbniseslos. Ismbt. 

D. Caclamanos. Dr. Riza Noub. 

Hasban. 


PROTOCOLE 

Les Plenipotentiaires turcs souBBignds, dement autorises, ddcla- 
rent que, sans attendre la mise en vigueux de la Convention concluo 
avee la Grece, en date de oe jour, relativement a I’dchange des popu- 
lations grecques et turques, et par ddrogation a 1’ Article 1“ de cetto 
Convention, le Gouvernement turc, dds la signature du Traitd do 
Paix, libdrera les homraes valides visds h I’Article 4 de ladifco Con- 
vention et asBUrera leur ddpart. 

Fait en triple examplaire h Lausanne, Ic tronte janvier mil neuf 
cent vingt-trois. 

ISMET. 

Dr. Riza Noxjb. 

Habsan. 
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DECLARATION AS TO MOSLEM PROPERTIES 
IN GREECE 

Oaiginal tert from Conference de Lausanne, Recueit des actes (Paris, 
1923), deuxieme sene, ii, pp. 115-118. 

In later publications this is somotimea referred to by error as the 
"Ninth Declaration " The confusion results from the arrangement of the 
volume, mentioned above, in which the Declaration was printed. The 
volume contains the eighteen Acts of the Conference of Lausanne, num- 
bered consecutively from first to last, being (I) the Treaty, (II-\T) Con- 
ventions, (VII) an Agreement, (VIII-XI) Declarations, (XII-X'VTI) Pro- 
tocols, and (XVIII) the Final Act. Thus in the contents and in the head- 
ing wo have "IX. Ddclaration relative aux propridtds musuhnanes,” etc., 
which might, perhaps, properly be spoken of as a 'Ninth Act,’ but is in no 
House a ‘Ninth Declaration,’ 

declaration relative 

AUX PROPRi:i^TES MUSULMANES EN GREcE 
SIGNEe LE 24 JUILLET 1923 

Lea souBsignds, agissant en vertu de leuis pleins pouvoirs, ddcla- 
rent, au nora du Gouvernement hellfinique, qu’aucune atteinte ne 
sera poride aux droits de propridtd des personnes musulmanes, qui 
ne sonfc paa vis6ea par les dispositions do la Convention concemant 
I'dchange des populations signee a Lausanne le 30 janvier 1923, et 
qui ont quitto la Grfece, y compris Pile de Crfete, avant le 18 octobre 
1912 ou qui ont r6sid6 de tout temps en dehors de la Grfece. Elies 
gardcront le droit de disposer libremcnt de leura propridtes. 

Toutes ics dispositions et mesures qui auxaient ete prises ou 
appliqu6es titre exceptionnel a l’6gard des biens desdits musul- 
mans, serout levies. Au oas oh les revenus de ces biens auraient 6t6 
enoaisses par le Gouvernement ou les autoritds helldniques, sans 
avoir 6t6 jusqu’ici restituds ou. avoir fait I’objet d’arrangements 
sp6oiaux entre le Gouvernement et les interessfis, oes revenus seront 
versus entire les mains des proprietaires Toutes rdolamations rela- 
tives nux revenue en question ainsi quo toutes rdolanaations r4sul- 
taut du fait que oes personnes prdtendraient avoir et6 Idsfies dans 
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leurs droits par I’application inegalc dos mcsurea d’ordrc general, 
scronb dccid6es par la Commission prdvuc dons la Convention 
susmeubionnee, a la condition toutefois que cos rdclamationa soient 
formulccs dans un ddlai de six moia ii partir de la miae en vi&uoiir 
dn Traite de Paix signd en date dc ce jour. Leaditca reclamations 
seront examinees d’urgenco par la Commission, afln de pouvoir ^tre 
ddciddes dans un delai d’un an au plus tard a partir de la mise en 
vigueur du dit Traitd. 

Vu les difiBcultds d’ordre pratique, qui pourraient se presenter 
pour les persounes suaviseea en ce qui ooncerne Ic droit de libre 
disposition de leurs biens k cause de leur absence, le Gouvernement 
lielldnique admet qu’elles pourront profiter, si elles le veulent, des 
bons offices de la Commission mixte prdcitde pour alidner leurs 
propridtes. II demeure entendu qu’en ce cas I’intervention de la 
Commission mixte ne comportera pour le Gouvernement helldnique 
aucune obligation d’aeheter 1^ propridtes en question et que la 
ttiche de la Commission se bomera a en faciliter I'alienation. 

II demeure entondu que la prdsonte Ddclaration est faite sou 
condition de rdciprocitd on faveur des propridtaires grecs ayant 
quittd la Turquie avant le 18 octobre 1912 ou ayant habite de 
tout temps eu dehors de la Turquie. 

Fait ii. Lausanne, le 24 juillet 1923. 

E. K. Vbniselos. 

D. CACIiAMANOS, 
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AGREEMENT OE ATHENS 

Original text from_ League of Nations, Treaty iSeriea, Ixviii, pp 12-34. 
English trMslation, ibid., pp. 13-35, The courtesy of the Mixed Commission 
has applied the writer with the exchange of letters and a part of the 
Proces-Verbal of Signature, omitted from the edition in the Treaty Series, 

This is sometimes called the Agreement on Properties. 

ACCOBO ENTRB LA QldCIB BT LA TURatJIE BN VUE DE BACILIDEB l'AKPLICA- 
TION DE CBR/rAINBS DISEOSITIONa DTI TRAITfi DB LAUSANNE BT DB LA DBCLABA- 
TTON N® rx ANNEXED A CB TEAlTlS. BlOWfe A ATHiNEB, le 1®’^ D^CBMBKB 1926. 

Le President de la Rdpublique helldnique et le President de la 
Rdpublique turque, animds du desir d’aplanir les difficultcs surgies 
rolativomcni a I’appbcation de certaines dispositions du Traitd de 
Paix do Lausaima ot do la D6claration N® IX annexde 6. ce trait4, 
ont ddcidd de conolure un accord en vue de faoiliter I’application 
dosditos stipulations du traitd et nommd & oet effet leurs pldnipo- 
tcntiniroa, savoir: 

Lc Prdsidont de la Rdpublique hclldnique: 

Son Excellence Monsieur P. Axgyropoulos, ministre des Affaires 
Etrangdros; 

Le President de la Rdpublique turque: 

Son Excellence Monsieur Saradjoglou Chukri Bey, prdsident de 
la Ddldgation turque S, la Commission mixte pour I'dchange des 
populations grecques et turques, 

Lcsquels, aprds avoir cohangd leurs pleins pouvoirs, trouves en 
bonne ct due forme, sent convenus des dispositions qui suivent: 

Article premier 

Les bions immeubles situds dans les rdgions de Grdee soumises 
a I’jjohange et appartenant aux musulmans qui ont quittd oes regions 
avant le 18 ootobre 1912 ou rdside de tout temps en dehors de la 
Grdce, ainsi qu’S. tous ressortissants turcs, seront acquis par le 
Gouvernemont helldnique aux conditions prdvues par les articles 5 
et 6, si la restitution aux proprietaires en est impossible en raison 
de leur occupation par des jmmigres ou des paysans. 
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Lcs biens urbains b8.Lis ou noa b&Lis, dc infimo quo Ics bois ot 
forSis ct les pS,turaaes d¥td, seront rciidus, on principo, h leurs 
propri6taircs 

Article 2 

Les biens immcnblea sis dans les rdaions de Turquie donl la 
population grecquc a 6tc 6chang6e ct appartcaiant h, des grccs ayant 
quitte la Turquio avant le 18 octobre 1912, ou residd de tout temps 
en dehors de ce pays, ainsi qu’a tous ressortissants hellfenes, seront 
acquis par le Gouvernement turc aux conditions fixdes dans lea 
articles 5 et 6 et jusqu’a concurrence de la valeur des biens qu’aura 
acquis le Gouvernement holldnique 

Article 3 

La mesure prdvue par lea articles qm prdohdent s’applique aussi 
aux mines ct aux pdcheriea que peuvent possdder les personnes 
visdes par ces mdmes dispositions. 

Article 4 

Les termes “musulman,” “grec,” "ressortissant holldne” ot “rcss- 
ortiBsant turo," employds dans les articles 1 et 2, ddsignent aussi 
bien les personnes physiques que les personnes morales. 

Les termes “ressortissant Hellene” et “ressortissant turc” ne 
viscnt pas les personnes regies par la Convention conocrnant 
I'dohange des populations grcoques et turques. 

Abticlb 5 

Les biens h acquorir par les deux Hautes Parties oontraotantcs, 
oonformdment aux prescriptions ci-dessus, seront dvalues auivant lea 
principes posds dans I’annexe ci-jointe. 

Lcs intdressds auront le droit d’assister I’dvaluation de leurs 
biens, soit personnellement, soit par fondd de pouvoirs en vertu de 
procurations individuelles ou collectives. 

Article 6 

Les travaux d'dvaluation termines, les montanta xespectivement 
dfis Bwont oompensea, S’ll n’y a pas d’dquivaience entre ces mon- 
tants, le soldo sera payd au oomptant par le Gouvernement helld- 
nlqqe, qui alEeote k cet effet les excddents des levenus soumis au 
cqnttdle d 0 la Oomm^sion finanoidre intematicHiale jusqu'h con- 
cupTfince d,e 500.000 liv^es sterling. 

,Au oRp oh la somme dhe ddpasserait les prdvisions ci-dessus, le 
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Gouvprncment hellcnique s’cngago a renouvelcr, aprfes le premier 
vci’faemoiit, la garantic donnce conformcmont a l’alin6a pr6c4dent, 
pour Ic rcsiant du soldo, qui portera un intfiret de 6%. 

Si, la compensation faite, I'un des deux Gouvorneinents se trouve 
cn possession de biens resfces en dehors de la liquidation, toutes 
questions relatives i I’obligation de restituer lesdits biens, 
notainment celles d’indemnit4 pour restitution tardive ou de garan- 
ties evcntuclles, soront decidfics par la Commission mixte, 

Ahticlb 7 

En vue de restrcindre rapphcation du syst&me de compensation 
ci-dessus piAvu, le Gouvemement hcUemque aura la faculte de con- 
cluro des arrangements spdeiaux avec les propri6taires turcs qui 
voudraiont lui vendre lours immeubles sis cn Gr^ce Oependant, au 
oas oil do tela achats auront 6t6 conolus avant la determination du 
prix moyon regional des biens par la Commission mixto ot a un 
lU’ix inl^riour de plus do 35% a octte moyonne, le propri6tairc aura 
droit t\ la difference entre le prix obtenu ot la moyonne rdgionalc 
diininufe do 36% Une estimation du bien vendu sera laile, en oas 
do iidccasiLo, jinr la Commission mixte sur la demande du proprid- 
tairo La diffdreiico do prix sera portds au compto de liquidation 
gdndralc. 

Lo Gouvemement hclldnique se rdsorve cgalement la facultd 
do poycr au comptant le prix d’estimation de tout bien &, aoqudrir 
par lui, on I’chminant du compte de compensation. Le payement 
sera fait au Gouvemement turo. 

Ahticlb 8 

Les biena se trouvant en la possession du propridtaire hellene 
actuellement dtabli dans les rdgions soumises k la compensation et 
dont la liste est annexde au prdsent accord, ne peuvent pas dtre 
saisis avant leur estimation. Ils n’entreront dans la compensation 
que sur la demande dventuelle du Gouvemement helldnique. L’ex- 
olusion de ces biens de la compensation donnera lieu, aprfes leur 
ediimation, 6, un versement du Gouvemement helldnique corre-’ 
spoiidant i leur valour et a valoir sur la dotte ^ compenser de ce 
gouvemement. 

Le Gouvemement helldnique se rdserve la facultd de faire 
excepter de la compensation tous aiitres biens visds par I’article 
2 on avangant, un mois aprda leur estimation, une sonune eor- 
respondant lent valour et valoir sur sa dette ii. compenser, 
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L’intcntion du Gouvcrncment hell6nique d’usei' do ccttc XaouU6 
doit GLrc cxprimec quinzo jours aprfes I’estimatiou au plus tard. 

Au cas, toutefois, oii uu bicn aurait 4td afleetd &. ce jour ft, un 
but d’utililc g,dncrale, il no pourra dire exceptd de la compensation 
sans I’acquiesceinent du Gouvemement turc. 

Abmcmj 9 

Les propridtds ruralea et urbaines restdes en dehors de I’applioa- 
tion de la mesure prdvue dans Particle premier, de mSme que cclles 
aitudoa dans la region de Grece exceptde de I’echange, seront resti- 
tudea k leurs propridtaires, libres de toutea charges, dans un ddlai 
d'un mois d. partir de la mise en vigueur du present accord. 

Seront dgalement restituds t, leurs propridtaires dans le mdmo 
ddlai ct librea de toutea charges lea biens appartenant aux per- 
Bonnos visees par Particle 2 et situes dans les parties de Turquie oh 
Pdcliange dea populations n'a pas dtd appliqud. 

En cc qui concerne les biens aituds en Asie-Minciire ot on Thrace 
oi'ienhalc, lour restitution eventuelle aura lieu dans lea mSmes con- 
ditions, au fur et h mesure de leur exception de la oorapensation. 

La restitution d’un bicn rural doit dtre intdgralo. Ndanraoins, 
un bien peut Gtre restitud partielloment si le propridtairo n’en oon- 
siddre pas la division comme prdjudiciable h sea intdrdts. Les biens 
turaux vises au second alinda de Particle premier peuvent dans tous 
les cas @tre restituds inddpendamment du domaine dont ils feraient 
partie. 

Les propridtaires qui seront rentrds en possesaion de leura biens, 
conformement aux dispositions ci-dessus, auront le droit d’en dis- 
poser libreraent et sans auoune entrave. 

AhticiiB 10 

Toutes dispositions ou mesures prises k titre oxceptionnel, soit 
avant, soit aprea la mise en vigueur du Traitd de Paix de Lausanne, 
par Pun ou Pautre dea deux gouvemements, h Pegard des propridtds 
visoes dans Particle prdeddent ou h, Pdgard de la fortune mobilidre 
des ressortissants respectifs, seront levees dds la naise en vigueur du 
prdsent accord. r 

Aktiolb 11 

Les Sautes Parties oontractantes oonviennent de faire bdnefleier 
rdciprpquement du prdsent accord les propridtaires dont les biens 
out dtd frappds d'expropriation dans les pays respectifs, soit avant, 
soit aprds la mise en vigueur du Traitd de Paix de Lausanne, 
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Les biens oxproprics, ainsi que ceux confisques ou frappos d’une 
mesure exccptionnelle k co jour, ecront 6valu6s, confonnement h, 
I’amicxc ci-jointo coinmo si les mesurcs en question n’avaient pas 
6t6 appliqu6es. La restitution ^vcntuelle de biens de ootte categorie 
aux ayaiits-droit aura lieu dans les conditions lix6es par Particle 9. 

Articlb 12 

Les revenus dont le versement aux propri6taires est prevu par 
le paragrapbe 2 de la Declaration N° IX annexde au Traite de 
Paix de Lausanne, formeront un compte de compensation distinct 
dont le solde sera portd au compte de liquidation gdndrale. 

Dos regies identiques rdgiront les revenus affdrents S. tons autres 
biens visds par le present accord. 

11 demeure entendu quo, sauf arrangement spdcial entre les deux 
gouverncments, toutes difficultes pouvant surgir a propos de ces 
revenus scront tranohecs par la Commission mixle. 

Akticlb 13 

Lc fait, par les pcrsoniics visdes dans les articles 1 et 2, d’avoir 
quittd rospoctivement los torritoires holldnique et turo avant le 
18 octobro 1912, ou d’avoir rdsidc de tout temps en dehors de 
ces torritoires, pourra otre dtabli par tons les moyens de preuve. 
Dans los cas doutoux, oette preuve sera faite par-devant la Com- 
mission mixto. 

La nationalito d’une personne ne fera pas I’objct d’un examen si 
clle a dtd reconnue antdrieurement par les autorites du pays oh 
sent situds les immeubles a compenser ou h restitucr. 

Toutes contestations relatives h la nationalitd seront rdsolues 
par la Commission mixte, sans prdjudice des ddeisions qui pourront 
iptre rendues incidemment par le Tribunal arbitral grdoo-turo sur 
dcs recours prdeddemment exerods par les intdresses en oonformitd 
des traites. 

L’enqudte rdolamee par I’application des premier et troisieme 
alindas ci-dessus sera faite dordnavant par un comitd ad hoc ored 
au sein (}e la Commission mixte, Cette disposition ne prdjuge pas 
le sort des decisions dejh rendues ^ ce sujet. 

AancLH 14 

La Commission mixte d'dchange des populations greoques et 
turques sera ebargde de I’application du prdsent accord. 
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La Commission mixto constitucra Ics dquipos d’dvaluatiou 
nccessaircs dont chacune sera composdc d’lm expert turo, il’un ex- 
pert hollfene ct d’un chef rossortissant d’unc Puissance fciei'co. 

AariCLB 15 

Les dispositions du present accord n’ont d’application qu’Ji 
I’dgard des ressortissants des Hautes Parties contraciantes. 

II est cependant bien entendu que les personnes qui ayant, au 
momcnl de la mise en vigueur du Traite de Paix de Lausanne, la 
quality de sujet turo ou de aujet hellfene, ont acquis post4rieurement 
une nationalit4 etrang^re, oonservenfc tous les droits assures par les 
articles 65 et 66 du dit Traite de Paix et par la Declaration N® IX 
annexSe a ce Traite. 

Abticle 16 

Le present accord visant le mode d’exdcution de certains engage- 
ments dScoulant des Traitds et autres Actes sign6s a Lausanne lo 
2i ]uillet 1923, ne porte aucune attcinte aux dispositions dosdita 
instruments internationaux qui ne sont pas specialcment visces par 
les stipulations oi-dessus. 

Les principes admis pour I’estimation des biens visds par lo 
present accord no prdjugent pas les bases sur losquclles s’cEcotuera 
I’evaluation des biens laisses dans les pays respectifs par les per- 
aonnes soumises li I’dchange 


Abticlb 17 

Le present accord sera ratifid. Les ratibcations seront dchangdes 
?! Athdnes dans le plus bref delai. 

En foi de quoi, les plenipotentiaires susnonnnds ont signd le 
prdsent accord. 

Fait k. Athdnes, le premier ddeembre mil neuf cent vingt-six, en 
deux exemplairea. 

P. A, Abgybopoulos. 
Sabadjogslou Ohtjkei. 

Lretrii D’mMBSDBLna appartsnant A. pus bbssobtissants 
KE oaiiNBa Atabub A Smyhnb, Mbhbinb bt Phnpik et 
SB laiqUVAlTO BN possession DB liBUBS PBOPBI^TAIBIB 

A. Smxbnb, 

1. Mftpie Petrou Sassou et Eugdnie P. Sassou: tipe nialson, 

uqs Laaaiwe 88, ' 
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2. Ignfttius Jciin Sclavos, Paulino St. Sclavou ct Mario D. 
Anastassaki: Une maison. 

3. Nio Vassiliou Glytsoa: Unc maison, ruo Messoud]i6 126. 

4 Nicolas Spyr. Dragonas; Quatre maisons avec un jardin, rue 
Hendek 22, 24, 26, 28 

5. Calhopi Jean Kaouri: Une maison, rue Binbachi Serafedine 

28 I ' ' I I 

6. Dimitri Divaris: Une maison, rue Caracol 6. 

7. Pauline Alex. Varibati: Une maison, rue Henkiam 40. 

8. Antonia Georges Kaloumenou: Une maison, rue Meidam 40 

9. Thomais Themist Stylianopoulou; Une maison, rue Banka 1. 
*10 Lucie Polycarpou Psalti; Une maison avec un magasin, rue 

Tozlou 24. 

11 Pierre Jean Armao: Une maison, ruo Banca 44. 

12. Constantin Atli Stamatiadis, Thcophanc Const. Stamatiadis 
ct Jacques Ath. Stamatiadis: Une Usine (moulin), Quartier du 
oimcticre Une maison. 

13. Dr, Euataclio Joan Halkiopoulos: Lee % d’une maison, ruo 
Biriiidji: Cordon 638. 

14. Atliina J Halkiopoulos: Uno maison, rue Parali Kiopru 129. 

15. Antoine Pierre Guizi: Une maison, ruo Hadji Bekir 23. 

16. Jacques Abraam Bongliiat: Maison, Haviar Hamami 45. 

17. Irene Georges Corfiatou: Maison avec jardin, rue Tramway 
769. 

18. .Tildas Abraam: Maison, rue Tocandi 2. 

19. Mario Veuve Nicolas Foscolo: Deux maisons et un jardin, 
28 rue Tcliaciroglou, ct Osman Zade 12. 

20. Mario Th. Palaniari, n6e J. Halkiopoulos: Maison, rue 
Ikindji Cordon 487. 

21 Eriphile Panay. Kastritsou: Maison, rue Donan Madji 23. 

22 Catherine Const. Vitali, n6e Corinthiou: Maison, rue Hen- 
dik 67, 

23 Marie Veuve Jean Vitali: Maison, rue Dermcndji 4, 

24. Catherine Veuve Nic. Foscolo: Maison, rue Donan Madji 
Nazli 12. 

26. Catherine Fr. Alberti: Maison, rue Sevda. 

26. Dr. Raphael V. Corres: Maison, rue Saadoulah 21. 

27. Mano Fr, Prdlorcnzo: Maison, rue Oarakol 46. 

28. Georges Pftvlou Vitali: Maison, ruo Mouadess Mezar 5. 

29. Pierre Const. Zallone; Maison, rue Inkiam 16. 

30. Victoria Georges Prindizi: Maison, rue Scarayipou 80. 
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31. Polycarpos Ant. Caloumenos: Maisoii, ruo Mouradio 40. 

32. Emilio Jean Caloumenos: Lc quart do 3 raaisous, rue 
Mouradi6 ct S61imi6 20,7 ot 9. 

33. Siepli. Polyc. Dermon: Uno mnison avoe un magasin, rue 
Station. 

34. Antoine Vino. Damolino: Maison et jardin, rue Mazgcina 27. 

36. Antoinette Joseph Collaro: Maison 115, Mortakia. 

36. Marie J. Fr. Gamb61i, n6e V. Haviara: Maison, rue Hen- 
kiam 27. 

37. Joseph, AdMe, Marius Gambdli et Marie Psalti; Maison, 
Donam Madji. 

38. Francois Gambeli; Maison, ruo Donam Madji 41. 

39. Olympia Veuve Jean Pestemadjoglou: Maison, rue Gazel 22. 

40. Jean Nikiph Vitali ot Marie Vitali: Maison, rue Osman 
Zadd. 

41 Philippe L6onard Vitali: Maison, rue Caracol 33. 

42. Marguerite Exarhou, n6c Corsini: Maison, ruo Aedenis 25. 

43. H&iticrs do Sophoclis Adamopoulos: Trois maisons, rue 
Vassil 18, Caracol 62 ct Gomma 16. 

44. Sophie Joseph Armacola: Deux maisons, ruo Caracol 23,26. 

45. Rozita C. Zira, n4e Boretti: Maison, rue Saycst6 31. 

46. Marie Xenopoulo, n6c Batista: Maison, rue Esref Pacha 6. 

47. Marie Michel Leshopoulou: Maison, rue Siahi 33. 

48. Calisca Zallone: Maison, Yenikislar 47. 

49. Vassilia Mologari, n4e Zamofta: Maison, rue Souzan 3. 

60. Mme. Baldji: Maison. 

61. M. Djavelopoulos: Maison. 

62. (Raye.) 

53. Rocob Galinos: Une maison. 

64. Marie Rigou; Une maison. 

55. Paul Savopoulos: Une maison. 

66. Gather. Vitali: La moitic d’une maison. 

67. N. Lefth^ris: Un immeuble. 

B. MBRSIKk. 

1. Andr4 C. Mavromati: Quatre magasins et un d6p&t ^Quartier 
Mahmoudis), Une maison (Rdsidmice du Vali) , Une maison et cinq 
magasiaa (Quartier Chypre) . Plusieurs magasins (Quartier 
Chypre) , Une maison en piapre (Banque de Salonique) . 

2. Georges C. Mavromati: Un han, sis h Adana. 

3. H^ritiers de Oonstantin Mavromati: Un champ sis k You- 
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mourtnhk, Maison a doux dlages (pr6s do I’Eglisc orthodoxe). 
Maibon bi&o a c6tc do la in’cccdentc. Maison sise S, c6t6 de la 
pi’ccedonlc. Maison deux dfcages sise &, Tavsos (Kouzou Kale). 

4 Heritiei's dc Christopoulos Dembas; Maison a deux etages 
et Ji 19 pidccs sise k Taraos. DepSt en pierre sis k Tarsos. Jardin 
d’arbx’cs fruitiers (60 str.) sur la route de Tarsos h. Mersine Terrain 
de 2274 p^, sis a Tarsos pres de la gare Trois maisons sises h 
Giozhand. Jardin sis Giozhand (70 str.). La moitid d’une usine 
de cotonnados. 

5. Grdgoire Cnrayoryi; Terrain de 400 p® (inarohd de Mersine) . 
Jardins dans la villc de Moraine (9 str.) . Champ cultivable prds de 
Mersine (29 str.). Champ cultivable prds de Mersine (25 str.). 

6 David Antoniadis: Maison sise pres de la gare. 

7. Europi B Mnthioiidi: Maison de deux dtages sise a Adana 
(Kourou Kioprou) . Une vigne. Plusicurs champs et terrains. 

8. IT. Veuve Barouti; Maison cn pierre et terrain de 1000 p. h 
Mersine. Terrain dc 1800 p. sis & Mersine. 

9. Hdvitiers do Andrd Nicolai’dis; Maison a un I'tago aveo jardin 
dc 700 p-* Ji Mersine. Maison de oampagne avec jardin de 1 str. 
(Foundouk Pounar) . Maisou h un dtage h. Mersine (Kiooproussou 
Maliali). 

10. Emmanuel Argyriadis: Maison a un dtage a Mersine (Bach- 
tassi Mnhali) . Maison ^ deux etages prds de I'dglise arabe. 

C. Pbndik. 

1. Dimitri Lambriadis: Une maison. 

2. Nicolas J. Vassilopoulo; Une maison. 

3. Timoldon Piomaldon: Une maison. 

4. Angudliki Xenaki: Une maison. 

6. Dimitri Aristidou: Une maison. 

6. Victoria Koutdli: Une maison. 

7. Aristidi Eiga; Unc maison. 

P. A. AbgybopouijOB. 

Sabadjoglou Chukbi. 

A 

N.B. — ^D’aprds les informations du Gouvernement helldnique, 
la valeur des biens oi-dessus mentionnds ne ddpasserait pas de beau- 
coup la somme de 60.000 livres sterling. 

P. A. ARQYEOPOTJIiOB. 

Saradjoglou Chtthbi, 
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1. L’cstimation dos biens sera faile selon Ics prinoiides ci- 
dessous: 

Lcs biens seront classes en trois categories: 

A. — ^Propri^t^s urbaines oomprenant: 

o) Les habitations, magasins et autres batiments ; 

b) Les terrains de construction. 

B — ^PropriStes rurales comprenant: 

a) les champs et prairies; 

b) les vignoblcs, vergers, figuiers, oliviers, noisetiei's, jardins 
potagers et autres; 

c) les pkturages; 

ii) lea batiments ruraux; 

e) les forSts. 

C. — ^Usines, fabriques, mines ct plchcries. 

2 L’cstimation de ces biens sera faite isoldment pour ebaquo 
bien, aprba enqudte sur place, 

Lcs biona urbains et ruraux seront ovalubs sur la base do leur 
valeur marchande actuelle. Pour dtablir cotte valeur, on ae basera 
sur ces donndes: 

a) lcs prix de vente des biens de m§mc catdgorie ot do 
mSme genre ae trouvant dans la mdme looalitd et dans 
les m€mes conditions. 

b) les loyers de ces biens et du bien a cvaluer. 

3. Les prix de vente et les loyers arbitrairement fixds et s’dcar- 
tant de ceux foumis par la loi de I’offre et de la demands ne seront 
pas priB en considdration, Tels seraient les loyers ct les prix de vente 
influenods par la loi sur le moratorium ou arrdtes sans le libre con- 
sentement du propridtaire. 

Seront par conire prises en consideration les ventes non visdes 
par des lois et meaures restrictives et Idgalement conclues sans 
obtention d’une autorisation spdoiale Les prbe de vente de biens 
ruraux de petite superficie pe constituoront cependant qu’une base 
indicative pour I’estimation d’immeubles d’etendue plus consid- 
di!a))le, 

4 Dans les looalites oh des ventes d’immeubles ruraux p’ati- 
raient pas eu lieu dans les trois demidres annees, on sa basera sur 
lea pt^ loJrCTs des rdgions se trouvapt dans des eonditiops doo- 
nomiqded analogues ou, & ddfaut, sur la produoti^t^ desi i^iens h 
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pstimcr. On entcnd par productivitd lo rendemcnt moyen d’unc 
jn’opriclc d’apres le systoino de culture (semis, rotation, jaohfere, 
intcnsitc) employ 6 d’ordinairo dans les propri6t6s de mSme genre 
dans la m&mc region. 

S’ll b’agit do petitea proprietds paysannes on se basera sur les 
sy&lcmcs de culture employds dans la region dans des conditions 
norinales. 

6. Les batiments ruraux ne seront catimes separ^mont que s’ils 
reprosentent un capital independent du capital de I’exploitation 
agricole. Par exemple, seront estim^eB les habitations des propriS- 
taircs et les installations d’industries rurales (moulins, laiterie, 
caves) . 

N’entreront pas dans I’estimation spdoiale les dcuries, les ddp5ts, 
les habitations des ouvricrs ou des metayers, les installations d’arro- 
sage, oto Pour I’cstimation de constructions rurales dans les 
looalitds oil los bases du prix marchand ou du loyer feraient defaut, 
on so baaora &ur les pm des b§,timonts situes dans la ville la plus 
liroolic, on tenant oompte d’une diminution due a I’dloigncment de 
I'ctte ville. 

IjOS iorres affeetdos actuellcment au jardinago ou &. d’autres 
exploitations agrieolcs, seront dvaludos oomme terrains de construc- 
tions, si olios sont comprises clans le plan des villes et faubourgs. 

0. Dons I’cstimation des propridtds rurales on ne prendra pas en 
consideration los constructions qui auraient dtd faites aprbs la 
ddpoBsessioii du propridtaire. 

7. Dans los localitds oh il existe un nombre considerable de 
b&timonts dvaluer se trouvant dans des conditions identiques, on 
pourra proodder I’estimation globale de oes biens, en estimant 
quolques-uns de ces b&timonts seulement et en comparant la valeur 
actuelle avec oclle insorite dans les rdgistres de l’imp6t fonoier. 

^ Au cas oh oette comparaison prdsenterait un certain dcart, on 
dtablira un codflSoient h appliquer tous les b§,timent du mSme type 
situds dans la mdme looalitd et dans les mSmes conditions. 

8. Si le prix d’estimation d’une habitation ou d’un bltiment ik 
oompenser en 'Turquie eat de plus de 10% infdricur h la valeur 
insorite but les registres dressds conseoutivemesnt it. la loi du 6 
fdvrier 1328 relative a I’enregistrement des biens immobiliers, le 
Gouvernement turc aura la faoulte de faire excepter ces biens de la 
oompeuaation ou de les aoqudrir au prix porte sur les dits registres 
dimiuud de 10%, 

De mime, si le prix d’estimation d’un terrain de construction ou 
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d’un bien rural esi do plus do 50% iufdriour au prix d’avant guerre, 
le Gouvcrnoinent turc aura la faculte do la faire cxoepler do la 
compensation ou do I’acqudrir h la Tnoiti6 dii prix d’avant guerre. 

9. En ce qui concerno spccialemcnt Ics biens situds on Thrace 
orieutale et dans la presqu’ile do Vourla, soront appliqudes lea dis- 
positions suivantes: 

Si le prix d’estiinaiion d’une habitation ou d'un b§,timent eat 
de plus do 10% au-deesous do la valeur inscrite sur les regiatres 
dressds cons6cutivement h la loi tui’que du 5 fevi’icr 1328, le Gou- 
vemement hellenique aura la faculty de le faire excepter de la 
compensation en exprimant son intention a oc sujet dans un d61ai 
maximum d’un mois. 

II en sera de mfimo des terrains de construction et des biens 
ruraux dont le prix d’estimation serait de plus do 50% infdrieur au 
prix d’avant-guerro. 

La valeur des biens qui aeraient ainsi exoopt^s de la compen- 
sation fera I’objet d’un compte special qui sera r6gl6 par priority 
dans un ddlai maximum d’un mois ct on bus des soinmes verser, 
s’il y a lieu, par le Gouvorncment hdlldnique litre de solde 
d^biteur de la compensation. 

10. Les forSts seront cstimees d’aprfes leur capacit4 de ronde- 
raent, en tenant compte de Icur dloignement des centres de com- 
munications. 

11. L’estimation dos terrains b&tir des zones incendiees de 
Salonique et de Smyrne sera faite sur la base des prix actuels de 
oes terrains, les prix moyens obtenus par les ventes aux enoheres 
dans chaque secteur etant consid4res, a litre indicatif, comme base 
de cette estimation. 

12. Pour I’estimation des usines, fabriques, mines et plohorics, 
on prendra comme base des Elements sp^oiaux a ddtenniner par 
une commission compos^e de deux techniciens nomm^s par chacun^ 
des deux Hautes Parties et d’un troisifeme ohoisi d’un comrijun 
accord parmi les reasortissants d’un pays neutre. 

Fait & Ath5nes, en double exemplaire, le I" decembre 1926. 

P. A. Arqybopoulos. 

SaeadjogojOU Chtjkbi. 



APPENDIX VII 


809 


Pbotocolb Final 

I 

IjCS deux gouvernements s’engagent h, prendre les dispositions 
n^cGssaires afin que la ratification de I’aocord ne soit pas di£f6r4e 
au dclJi du mois de janvier proohain. 

Les soussignds conviennent cependant de ce qui suit: 

а) Les articles 9, 10 et 13 de 1’ accord seront mis en vigueur 
aussitot apres sa signature. 

б) La Commission mixte pourra proceder avant la ratification 
de I’accord a la constitution des dquipea prevues par Particle 14, 
ainsi qu’a tous travaux prdliminaii-cs de I’estimation. 

c) Les deux gouvernements se rdservent d’oxaminer ensemble 
I’opportunitd de faire commencer, sous oertaines conditions, I’esti- 
mation des biens se trouvant on leur possession dans quelques 
local itds avant I’dohangc des ratifications. 

d) II sera verso au Gouvemement turc par lo Gouvernement 
hclU'niqup, sans attendre la ratification, unc somme de quinze 
millions de drachmes valoir sur les revenue des biens turcs en- 
caiasds par lo fisc hclldnique. Tuq Gouvernement helldnique aura 
copendant la faoultd do reporter ultdrieurement oette somme au 
comptc des paiomonts qu’il aura h faire on execution de Particle 8 
do I’accord. 

II 

Les biens vises par Particle 2 de Paocord ne devant entrer en 
compensation que jusqu’Ji concurrence de la valeur dos biens que 
lo Gouvernement hellenique acquerra suivant Particle premier, il 
est entendu que les immeubles qui, restds dventuellement en dehors 
de la compensation cn Turquie, devraient fitre rendus &. leurs pro- 
Tiridtaires, seront situds dans une seule rdgion d’acchs facile pour 
los ressortisaants helldnes. 

in 

Toutes sommes adjugdes par des ddcisions ddfinitives du Tribu- 
nal arbikal grdco-turc dans des matihres rentrant dans la sphere 
d’application des articles 65 et 66 du Traitd de Paix de Lausanne, 
pris en oombinaison avec les dispositions de Paccord conolu ce jour, 
seront portdes au compte de compensation et liquidation prdvu 
dans Particle 6 dudit accord, tant que le compte en question n’aura 
pas dtd dos. 
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Les questions de prinoipe pr&caitant quclquo importance cfc qui 
pourraiont surgir au sein do la Commission mixto I’ocoasion des 
attributions nouvellcs que lui conffere I’accord signc ce jour et 
qu'elle n’avait pas a la conclusion de ce dernier sur la base des 
actes ant&ieurs fixant sa oompdtence, serout soumises I’arbitrage 
du president du Tribunal arbitral greco-turo, sidgeant a Con- 
stantinople, Les sentences de I’arbitre seront obligatoires. 

V 

Les deux Hautes Parties contractantes sent d’accord pour 
declarer que, conformdmcnt a Particle 6 do la Convention relative 
& I'etablissement et la competence judiciaire signec le 24 juillet 
1923, et sous reserve des dispositions do I’Accord signd en date de 
ce jour, aucun ressortissant turc en Grfece et auoun ressortissant 
hellbne on Turquic ne pourra §tre exproprid dc ses biens quo pour 
cause Idgaloment rcconnue d'uUlibd publique et moyennant uno 
juste et prdalable indcinnite, 

VI 

Le prdsent aote fait partie intdgrante de I’acoord signd oo joui 
di Athdnes et sera ratifid en meme temps que oe dernier. 

En foi de quoi les pldnipotentiaires respeotifs out signd le present 
protocols. 

Fait k Athdnes en double exemplaire le 1” ddoembre 1926. 

P. A. Aeoybopoulos. 

Sahapjoglott Chukbi. 


DAcijAbation 

I 

Les soussignes, agissant en vertu de leurs pleins pouvoirs, 
ddclarent, au nom de leurs gouvemements respeotifs, que I’aooord 
conclu h> Athdnes qi date de ce jour remplace un des actes signds 
i Angora, le 21 juin 1925 PAccord relatif aux biens des Turos en 
Grdoe at des Hellenes en Turquie. «, 

n 

Les jProtoooles sous N** I et TI signds & ladite date k Angora, 
que P^ote dit “Proeds-verbal de signature,” dont m^intenus 
jdansJUi, ibe^e o^ ils ne sont pa^ modifies par le nouvel aoeotd. 
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11 cbL ccpeiulaut bien cntendu quo Ic premier paragraphe du 
piolooolc sous N“ II est maintenu intact. 

III 

Los dispositions arrStees k Angora le 21 juin 1925 en vue de 
I’application des articles 2 et 16 de la Convention sign6e h, Lausanne 
Ic 30 janvier 1923, scront soumises k la Commission mixte pour 
revStir la forme de resolution de cette commission dans I'intervalle 
qui doit s’ecouler entre la ratification de I’accord par les pouvoirs 
comp^tents des deux pays ct I’echange des instruments de ratifica- 
tion. 

Etant donne que I’acte contenant les disposition relatives 
rartiole 16 prccitfi sc rdferc Ji I’Acoord signd a Angora le 21 juin 
1925, quant aii mode dc fixation et do payement de I’indemnitd 
a allouer aux proprictaircs des iminoubles ii exproprier, il est en- 
tondu quo los clauses dc cet ancien accord rdglant les points dont il 
s’agit scront inicrcalcos, dans le texlc de la resolution y relative de 
la Coniinishion mixte. 

11 cat dgalcmcnt bicii cntendu qu’on attendant les rdsolutions de 
la Coiniiiission mixte, il no soi-a proeddd de part ot d’autre ii aucune 
mcburo ou note quoloonquo pouvant aggraver I’dtat de choses aotuel, 
soit au point do vuc dc la situation personnelle des individus vieds 
par los ditos rdsolutions, soit a oeiui de leurs biens ct interfits. 

IV 

En oe qui concerne I’dvaluation de propridtds qui, d’aprds 
I’articlo IV, alinda 4, de la resolution interpretative de I’artiole 16 
dc la Convention du 30 janvier 1923, doit fitre dventuellement faite 

I’cxpiration de quatre ans apres la mise en vigueur de la dite 
rdsolution, par les soins de la Commission mixte, il est convenu 
que les deux gouvernements auront recours pour faire remplu? cette 
mission, au cas oil la Commission mixte viendrait &. tominer sa 
tflohe dans I’intervalle, 6, une commission coraposde d’un membre 
turo, d’uti membre hellene et d’un president ressortissant d’une 
Puissance dtaneurde neutre pendant la guerre de 1914 a 1918, lequel 
seta choisi d’un oommun accord ou, en oas de divergence, par la 
Oour fdddrale auisse, si elle y consent. 

f En foi de quoi les pldnipotentiaixes respeotifs, dont les plein 
popvoij^ out dt§ reoonnus en bonne et due forme, ont signd la 
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pvcfieiitc declaration qui fait partie intdgrante do I’acoord sigiu' oe 
jour a Athencs ct sera ratificc on mPine temps quo oo dornicr. 

Fait h, Athdnca en double exemplairo lo 1“' deoembro 1928. 

P. A. Aeqyiiopoulos. 

Djeyad. 

Pbotocolb N“ I 

IjO terme “personno morale” mentionnd dans I'aooord relatif 
aux biens signd aujourd’hui comprend I’Union et Progres, Ics So- 
cietes commerciales, industriclles et financidres, y compris Ics soci- 
etds de transport et d’assuranee, ainsi qui toutes autres associations 
et personnes morales. 

Les actes de procuration prdsentds par Ics fondds de pouvoir 
des propndtaires des biens, dont la restitution est prdvue dans le 
susdit accord, seront Idgalisos le pins promptement possible par les 
gouverncments respectifs, la legalisation ne sc rapportant qu’&. la 
signature ou au sceau appose sur cos actes. Tout verification coii- 
ocmant la nationalitd du proprietaire ou le fait par lui d’avoir 
quittd la GiAco avaat le 18 octobre 1912, ou d’avoir rdsidd do tout 
temps en dehors de la GrSec, sera faita inddpendominent do la 
Idgalisation des dits actes de procuration. 

En ce qui conoerne la "Liste civile,” les deux gouvernements sont 
d’accord pour soumettre cette question h un arbitrage, ou bien pour 
la rdsoudre ultdrieurement par des ndgooiations direotes. 

Fait Angora, en double exemplaire, le 21 juin 1926. 

Q. A. Exintabis. 

M. Hamdi. 


Pkotocoub N® II 

Tons les musulmans ayant quittd depuis le 18 octobre 1912 leg, 
terntoires de la Grhoe, dont les habitants musulmans doivent §trc 
dchanges, sont compris dans l’4ohange par application de I’article 3 
de la Convention de Lausanne, nonobstant toutes formalites qu'ils 
aient pu remplir en execution de traitSs ou conventions alors ex- 
istants et notamment I’option en faveur de la nationality turque 
qu’ils aient pu exeroer en conformity du traity d’Athhnes. 

Toutefois, les personnes qui, ayant quitty lea territoires suamen- 
tioxmys avant la dite date du 18 qotobre 1912, mais qui seraicut 
rendus, depuis cette date, dans leurs pays d’origine pour y faire un 
court syjour, sans I’intention de s’y fixer h nouveau, ni conserver 
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Icur aiicicnuc uafcionaUt6 hcUeniquo, ne rcntrciiti pas dans les 
disposiiions do I’alinoa pr6ocdenfc. 

Lc fail dc s'ctrc muni aprcs I’annde 1918 d'un passeport hell6- 
niqiu' pour sc rcndrc on Grfece dans les conditions qui prccMent 
110 con&tituc pas on soi uno prcuve quo les int&essos ont conserve 
la natioualito liclicniquo, a nioins d’etre corrobor^ par d’autrcs fails, 
tcls quo d’avoir scjourne dans le pays pendant plus d’une annde, 
y avoir participe a la vie politique comme dlecteur ou Eligible, 
acccpte dcs fonctions ou charges publiques, procdd6 a I’achat ou la 
vente d’iinmeubles en qualit6 de ressortissant hellfenc, ainsi que 
d’avoir eat6 en justice ou figurd, on cettc mSme qualite, dans un 
acte authentique notarid ou administratil. 

Fait h Angora, cn double excmplaire, le 21 juin 1926. 

G. A. Exintabis. 

M. Hamdi. 

Pnociis-VERBAL DH SiGNATUHB 

Ddsireux do tacilitcr la niiso a cx6oulion do I’accord relatif aux 
bions dos rosBorlissants lures, sis cu Grfecc, et dcs rcssortisaants 
holl6nc'.s, sis on Turciuic, aign6 co Jour ontre lo Gouvernement helld- 
niquo cl lc Gouvernement lure, et d’dvitcr, dans toutc la mesure 
tlu possible, dcs diJOSoultcs d’application ct d’intcrprdtation du dit 
accord, ainsi quo du Protocole relatif I’interprdtation du terme 
"porsonuos nioralea" signe le inSmc jour entre les deux Gouverne- 
ments ct dc la resolution a prendre par la Commission mixte con- 
oernant I’application de I’article 16 de la Convention sur I’Echange 
dcs Populations turques et greoques, laquelle d’un oommun accord 
des deux Gouvernements turc et hell6nique sera souraise k la 
Commission mixte E.P, aux fins d’etre rev§tue de la forme de 
^fesolution de la dite Commission, les Plcnipotentiaires soussignfe 
dcs deux Gouvernements susmentionfe ont convenu de ce qui suit: 

I 

Les Gouvernements turo et hellenique s’engagent a soumettre 
I'aceord relatif aux biens susindiqu^s la ratification de leur Parle- 
ment rospeotif aussitSt que fairs se pourra. 

En attendant cette ratification et en prevision d’un retard 
Eventual dans oelle-ci, ils s'engagent: 

1. A payer en lour totality les revenus encaisses aux ayants- 
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droit, tels qu’ila sont pr6vus par I’acoord sur les biens dans I’ospacc 
d’un an h, partir do la signature de cet accord. 

2. A dcliangcr dans un dolai de deux mois dgalomcnt a partir 
do la signature du mdine accord, la listc dcs biens que chncun dcs 
deux Etata voudra aoqudrir. 

Pour ce qui est des biens non coinpris dans les listes prdcitces, 
ils seront restituea leurs proprietaires dans un ddlai de 4 mois 
partir de I’dohange des listes en question. Toutefois les bions ainsi 
restitues no pourront dtre dventuellement alidnes par leurs pro- 
prietaires qu’aprds la ratification de I’aooord par les deux Parle- 
ments turc et grec. 

II 

Dans le but de faciliter la politique dconomique des deux pays il 
cst oonvenu d’dtendre dgalomcnt le droit d’acquisition do biens 
immobiliers confdrd aux deux Gouvernements signataircs pour 
1’ accord susmentionnd aux mines que peuvent poBsddcr les ressor- 
tissants de chacun des deux Etats sur le territoire do I’autre et qui 
pourront dtre acquiquises par les Gouvernements en question aui- 
vant les modes et conditions prdvus par I’aooord. 

m 

II est entendu que le protocols N° 1 relatif ^ I'interprdtation 
du tenne “personnes morales” no conoeme en aucune fagon les 
differents biens Vakoufs situds sur le territoire helldnique ot relevant 
du ci-devant ministere de I’Bvkaf, la question ne se posant pas 
leur sujet, attaidu qu’elle a etd ddfinitivement tranchde par la Con- 
vention BUI I’dohange des populations grecques et .turqnes. II va de 
soi que le protooole susmentionnd ne conoeme pas non plus les 
biens de toute nature appartenant aux oommunautds visdes dans 
les articles 8 et 9 de ladite convention sur I’dchange qui prescrit 
leur mode de liquidation. 

IV 

Les deux gouvernements s’engagent ^ entrer en pourparlers, 
aprds I’expiration du ddlai de six mois prdvu dans I’artictte 4 de la 
rdsolution & prendre par la Commission mixte oonoernant I’applir 
cation da I’arlaole 16 de la Convention de Lausanne, pour la remise 
des listes deS personnes dont le retour sera autorisd aux fins de 
, ijs^d^ent du Sfcatut personnel des personnes visdes dans Igdlt i, 
|H)McJle et '‘qui ae bdndfloieraient pas du droit de retout. Toutefois, 
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il cat d’oros et d^ja, cnfccndu que co rfeglemcul, ne pourra en aucun 
cas avoir pour effcL dc porlcr une abteinte iii une dcohdance quol- 
(“oiiquo dans li«s droits paLrimoniaux cn g6n6ral et, plus sp6cialo- 
iiK'ut, dans Ics droits do succe^ion desdites personnes. 

Fait a Angora, on double exemplaire, Ic 21 ]uin 1926. 

G. A. Exintabib. 

M. Hamdi. 

Extbait de la lbttre ^CHANais 
ENTBE LL. EE. MM. Abgybopoulob 
ET SABADJOanorr Chukhi Bey 

Athfenes, le 1®' DScembre 1926. 

Monsieur le Ministre, 

J’ai I’honneur d’accuser rdoeption de la lettre que vous avez bien 
voulu ra’adresser en date de ce join’ ct qui esfc ainsi coneue: 

Monsieur Ic Ddlegud, 


3) Los deux dorniors paragraphos sou N“ III et IV du “Proeds- 
verbal de signature” du 21 juin 1925 qui ont trait ^ la Convention 
d’Eohango sont Ics soulos dispositions dc cot acte qui, n’ayant pas 
6t6 tnodifides, doivent 6tre soumises la ratification des pouvoirs 
oompdtents dans Ics deux pays. 

Veuillez agrder. Monsieur le Deldgud, les assurances dc ma haute 
considdration. 

Je m’empresse do ddclarer 6, mon tour que je suis entidrement 
d’accord avec vous sur les trois points qui prdoddent. 

Veuillez agrder. Monsieur le Ministre, les assurances de ma 
haute considdration. 

Sabadjoqlou Chukbi. 


Lbttbb de gabantie dtt Pe^sident 
nE LA Commission ETNANOjiiBB Internatio- 
nale EN GsisCB AU MiNISTBB de TUBQtflB 
k Ath^inbs 


, r Athdnes, le 16 Pdvrier 1927. 

N« 196. 

Monsieur le Ministre, 

J’ai I’hoijneur de vous informer que la Commission Pinancidre 
Internationale a regu du Gouvernement Helldnique le mandat ir- 
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I’dvooable do vorscr au Gouvorneinoni Turc, lo cas ^oliounl sur 
l’exc6dciit des rcvcnus souinis a son cont).’61c et jusqu’a concurroin'o 
de 500.000 Lstg , la sommc donl Ic Gouvcraomont Hcllfniquc so 
iroviverait 6venUiesllemcnt 6tre k d4biteur envei’s le Gouvcrncnioi^t 
Turo du Chef de la Compensation visce par “I’Accoi’d siir Ics bioiis” 
signe a Athenes, le 1*"' Ddeernbro 1926 par los Gouvcriicnicnt& Greo 
et Turo. 

Selon le mandat regu par nous il est entendu quo I’engageuicnt 
du Gouvernement HeUdnique est subordonnee k la ratification par 
lea deux parties de I’accord sus-visd. 

Aux termes de oe mfime mandat la somme dont le Gouvernement 
Helldnique se trouvera dventuefiement debiteim vis-k-vis du Gou- 
vemement Turo du Chef de la Compensation sera notifiee k notre 
Commission aux frais oi-dessus par la Commission Mixto pour 
I’Eohange des Populations grecques ct turques apres la cl&ture par 
elk dea comptes de oompensaiion. 

Veuillez agrder, Monsieur le Ministre, I’assuranoc do ma haute 
considdration. 

Pour la Commission Finanoikre Internationale 

Lo President, 
Ma.Isba. 



APPENDIX VIII 


CONVENTION OF ANGORA 

Original text pla.ced at the disposal of the writer by the Mixed Com- 
mission. 

Convention qhbco-tuhqub eioN^s X Ankaha en date 
DTT 10 JTJIN 1930 

La Turquie, d’une part, ct la Grfece, d’autre part, egalement 
animdes du d6sir de liquider ddfinitivemont toutes les questions 
neos de I’applicabion dos Conventions, D6clarations, Accords et 
.autrcs Actes ainsi que do leurs annexes se rapportant I’ochange 
dos populations turques ot groeques pr6vu par lo TraitS do Lau- 
sanne, onfc r^Bolu do conolurc une Convention a cet effet, et ont 
nommd, pour lours pl^nipotontiairos, aavoir: 

Lo Prisidont do la R6publique Turquo, 

Son ExooUonce lo Dootcur TevflJt Ruohdi Bey, D6put6 d’lamir, 
Ministre dee Affaires iStrangftres; 

Le Pr6Bident de la Rdpublique Helldnique, 

Son Excellence Monsieur S. Polychroniadis, Envoys Extraor- 
dinaire et Ministre Pl^nipotentiaire de Grfece; 

lesquels, aprSs s’Stre ooimnuniqu6s leurs pleins pouvoirs, 
reconnus en bonne et due forme, sont convenus des dispositions 
suivantes. 

CHAFITBb FBBMISB 

BIENS DES ilCHANGEABLES 
AsnoiiB 1 

Les biens meubles et immeubles laiss^s en Gr&ce pi^ les Musul- 
jnans e^angeables passent, en toute propriety, an Gouvemement 
hell6nique, 

Abticlb 2 

Les biens meubles et immeubles laisses en Turquie par les Greos 
dohangeables passent, en toute propri^td, au Gouvemement turc. 

817 
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Autiole 3 

Toutes oppositions faites par. Ics doux Gouvcrnpraents sur les 
d6p6t3 de touie nature, aotucllemont existant aupves dos Banques, 
seront levdea dans les quinzo jours, suivnnt la date de la signature 
de la pr6sente Convention et leadits ddp6ts seront rcstituds leurs 
ayants-droit, la Commission .Mixte pouvant ^ cet effet prSter, le 
oas dchdant, ses bons offices aux interessds. 

AnTicnB 4 

Les deux Gouvemements confient aux trois Membres neutres 
de la Commission Mixte d’Eohange le soin d’dmettre immddiatement 
leur avis sur la solution de la question de la liquidation des biens 
des cchangeables parmi Icaquels sont comprises les rdclamations 
sur la dime des tabacs et les coffresforts au sujet des dohangoables. 

Ils s’engagent ^ fairc connaitre leur adhdsion dans le plus bref 
ddlai et avant de soumettre le prdsent accord it, la ratification. 

CHAMTBB II 

BIENS DES BENEFICIAIEES DE LA DifeCLABATION IX 

Articlb 6 

Les biens meubles et immeubles appartenant aux Musulmans, 
bdndfioiaires de la Ddolaration DC passent, en toute propridtd, au 
Gouvernement hellenique, exception faite des biens immeubles qui 
ont dte restitues i leurs propridtaires et qui se trouvant effective- 
meat en leur possession et jouissance. 

Abticlb 6 

Les biens meubles et immeubles appartenant aux Grecs, bene-# 
fioiaires de la Ddolaration IX, passent, en toute proprietd, au Gou- 
vemeraent turc. 

CHAPITBB in 

BIENS DES RESSORTISSANTS TURCS 

Annat-B 7 

^es biens immeubles appartenant aux Musulmans, ressortissants 
^tUdia en Gfiftee, passent, en toute propridtd, au Gouvernement 
exoeptipn faite des biens immeublesiqul ont 6td restitues 
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ti knu’R pvoprit'laircs cL qui sc trouvonl. offecUvoment en leur pos- 
session ci jouissance. 

Passent ^aalomont on la iu’opriet(? du Goiivorncment hellcniquc 
k’S iiicublcs flcR rossorLi&saiils turos saisis ct liquidds post6ricure- 
ment a la miso en viguour du Tx'aile do Lausanne. 

II donicure entendu quo les mcubles cxistant dans los immeubles 
qui passent cn la pvopri4tc du Gouvernement hellcnique, on vertu 
do I’alinea 1, seront laiases Sj la libre disposition de lours proprio- 
taircs. 

Tons autres biens, droits et intcrets, non vises spdcialcment dans 
les alincas pr4oedGnts du present arUclo, continueront a 6tre regis 
par les diaposiiions y relatives du Traitc de Lausanne et notamment 
celles contenues dans lea articles 65 et 66 dudit Traits. 

ciiapitub IV 

BIENS DES RESSORTISSANTS HELLENES 
AimcLB 8 

Les biens immoublcs appartenant aux ressortissants hellSnes et 
aituoH hors do la aouo d’lstanbul cxcept68 do l’6change passent, en 
touLo projirioto, au Gouverneinont turc. 

Passent ^galoment en la propri6Le du Gouvernement turc les 
luoublos dos ressortissants bollJsnos saisis ot liquidds post&iourement 
ii la niise on viguour du Traito do Lausanne. 

II deincure entendu que les meublcs existant dans les immeubles 
qui passent en la propri6t6 du Gouvernement turc, en vertu de 
I’alinfia 1, seront laias^s a la libre disposition de leurs proprietaires. 

Tous autres biens, droits et int6r6ts, non vis6s specialement dans 
les alin6as precedents du present article, continueront a §tre rogis 
par les dispositions y relatives du Traite de Lausanne et notamment 
celles contenues dans les articles 66 et 66 dudit Traite. 

Abxiclb 9 

Le droit de propri5t4 des ressortissants bellfenes sur leurs biens 
immeqjiles situ6s dans la zone d'Istanbul, except^ de l’6change, 
n’est, en aucune fagon, affects par les dispositions de la presente 
Convention. 

Dans les deux mois au plus tard ^ partir de la mise en vigueur 
de la pr^sente Convention, les ressortissants hell^nes dont les biens 
immeubles unc ete trappes d’une mesure de saisie, s^questre ou 
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occupation quelconque, scront rentres, porsonnollemenl ou par Piu- 
tcrm6cliaire do Icura represcntants legaiix, dans la libre ct ploinc 
possession de Icurs bions ct toute mcsure de la susdite nalui'o sera 
immediatement lovcc. 

Si les mesures ci-devant enoncees ont 6L6 prises en raison de la 
nationality helldnique du propridtairc ct dans Ic cas oil la nationality 
hell6nique figure dans le titrc de propriety ymanant du Cadastre 
du pays, la levye de ces mesures amsi que la reintygration du pro- 
priytaire dans la libre et pleine possession et jouissance de ces bions 
no pourront Stre differyes k aucun titre. 

Toutes les contestations relatives aux conditions suivant les- 
quclles la nationality liellcnique ou turque aurait pu etre acquiae 
en conformity des Traites, Conventions et Accords en vigueur entre 
les deux Pays scront dyfinitivement trancliees par decision des 
Membres neutres de la Commission Mixte. 

An surplus, lea deux Parties Contractantes sont entiyremont 
d’acoord pour reconnaitre que les dispositions de oette Convention, 
notamment Particle 12, ne doivont reoevoir aucune intorpr6tation 
susceptible d’augmenter ou de diminuer lo nombre des xessortissnnts 
hellfenes dont les biens se trouvent dans la rygion d’Istanbul, ox- 
oepty de Pyohange, tels qu’ila sont d6finis par les stipulations con- 
tfactuelles autrea que la presonte Convention 

II demeure entendu que la nationality holiynique reconnuo aux 
yohangeables n’est d'effet pour ce qui concerne la restitution d’lin- 
meubles prevue dans la presente Convention. 

Les decisions qui pourraient etre prises par les Membres Neutres 
de la Commission Mixte en exycution des dispositions contenues 
dans cet article, ne pourrent fitre opposables quiconque &. propos 
de toute autre Utige qui viendrait a surgir en dehors de la sphere 
d’application des dispositions de la prysente Convention. 

CHAPITHB V 

BIENS DES ETABLIS D’ISTANBTJL 
Abtiolb 10 

La Turquie reconnatt la quality d’ 'etablis’ k tous les Ctfebf 
orthodoxes, ressortissants turos actuellement prysents dans la zou« 
iPJstanbul fflcoeptye de Pyohange, cpiels que soient la date de leui 
, Istanbul et le lieu de leur naissanoe. 

QffWlfe in@m^ quality d' ^ytablis’ est reoonpue aux personnes nor 
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doliangcablcs ayant quittd Istanbul, munies de passeports dmanant 
des autoritds de la Republiquc turquc. 

Les femmes, enfants mineurs dcs deux sexes et filles non mariees, 
mdme maj cures, dont le chef de famille est reoonnu etabli aux 
termcs des alincas precedents de cet article ont le droit dc rejoindre 
leur chef de famille a Istanbul. Los mdrcs veuves dont le fils majeur 
est rcconnu etabli dans les conditions ci-dessus sont dgaleinent 
autorisdes le rejoindre a Istanbul. 

Toutes facihtds seront accorddes par le Gouvcrnement turo 
pour le retour dans la zone d'Istanbul exceptde de I’dchange, des 
personnes visdes dans les alindas prdcddents. 

Les femmes, enfants mineurs des deux sexes et filles non mariees 
mfime maj cures, reconnus dtablis aux termes de I’alinda du 
prdsent article et dont le chef de famille se trouve actuelleinent hors 
d’Istanbul, ne seront pas tenues de quitter I’endroit do leur adjour. 

La disti'ibuLion des cortificats d’dtablis a toutes les catdgories 
dc personnes ddsigndcs oi-dessus cat confide aux Membres neutres 
dc la Commission Mixte, suivant telles forme et procedure qu’il 
lour appartient d’adoptor. 

Abticlb 11 

Toutes IcB mesures qui ont entravd I’oxercice des droits garantis 
aux dtablis par les Conventions ct Accords conclus, notamment 
colles concernant le droit de contractor mariage, Ic droit d’acqudrir 
et de vendre des propridtds, le droit de libre circulation, ainsi que 
toutes autres restrictions ordoimees par les autoritds turques h, 
I’egard des personnes visdes dans Particle preeddent, seront levdes 
dda la mise en vigueur de la Prdsente Convention sans attendre la 
distribution des certifioats d'dtablis, prevue dans le dernier alinda 
de Particle prdeddent. 

Ahticm 12 

Les biens meubles et immeubles oi-dessous enoneds passent eu 
toute propridtd au Gouvernement turc: 

1°) Les biens meubles et immeubles sis en Turquie, appartenant 
aux Greos orthodoxes, rcssortissants turcs, non-dobangeables, ayant 
quittd Ja zone d'Istanbul, exceptds de Peohange et prives du droit 
de retour aux termes de Particle 28 de la prdsente Convention. 

2®) Les biens meubles et immeubles sis hors de la zone d'Istan- 
bul, exceptds de Pdchange, appartenant aux dtablis grecs prdsents 
dans la zone d’Istanbul ou aux personnes bdnefleiant du droit de 
retour aux termes de Particle 10 de la prdsente Convention. 
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Article 13 

Le droit do proprictc dca ettvblis grocs presents dtina la zono 
cl’Istanbiil, cxceptcs de I’uchangc ainsi quo dca personnes bfnt'liciauL 
du droit do rotour aux termes do Particle 10 do la presente Uoii- 
vention aur lours biens mcublos ct immeublcs sis clans la zone 
d’latanbul exccptds do l’4change n’est en aucun sens affecte par lea 
dispositions de la presente Convention. 

Tous saisie ou aequeatre operes aur les biens luentionnes dans 
I’almSa piAc6dont do cet article scront loves sans aucun retard; 
la reintegration du propridtairc ou de son represontant legal dans 
la libre et pleinc possession et jouissance de ces biens ne pouvant 
Stre differoa aucun titre. 


OHAPrrRB VI 

BIENS DES ^ITABLIS MUSULMANS DE LA THRACE 
OCGIDENTALE 

ARfTionE 14 

La Gr^cc reoonnalt la quality d’dtablis & tous lea MuBUlinans, 
rcssortissants licll^nes, actuellement prdsents dans la zone dc la 
Tlirace Occidentalo exceptee de l’6change quels que soient la date 
de leur arrivee en Thrace Occidentale ct le lieu do naissance. 

Cette mSme quality d’ 'etablis’ cat rcconnue aux peraonnea non- 
^ohangcables ayant quitte la Thrace Occidentale munica dc passe- 
ports dmanant des autorites de la Rdpublique helleniquc. 

Les femmes, enfants mineurs des deux sexes et fillcs marines, 
mgme maj cures, dont le chef de famille est reconnu aux termes des 
alin6as precedents de cet article, ont le droit de rejoindre leur chef 
de famille en Thrace Occidentale. Lea meres veuves dont le fils 
majeur est reconnu 4tabU dans les conditions ci-dessus sont dgale- 
ment autoriates Ic rejoindre en Thrace Occidentale. 

Toutes faoilitds seront acoord6es par le Gouvemement helleniquc 
pour le retour dans la zone de la Thrace occidentale exceptee de 
I’ochange des personnes vis^es dans les alineas pr^o^dents. • 

Lea femmes, enfants mineurs des deux sexes et fillea non marines 
mSme majeures aux termes de I’alinea du present article et dont le 
chef de famille se trouve actuellement hors de la Thrace Occiden- 
tale, ne eerpnt pas tenus de quitter I’endroit de leur sdjour. 

La diatribulion des oertifioata d'4tablis & toutes les categories 
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de pcrsonnos d6sign6cs ci-dessus cat confiee aux Meinbres nouLrcs 
dc la Comuiission Mixtc, auivant tcllea forme ot procedure qii’il 
lour apparticnf d’adopter. 

Abticm 15 

Tonies les mcsurcs qui ont entrav6 I’cxeroioe dcs droits garanti 
aux otablis par les Conventions et Accords conclus, notamment 
cellos concernant le droit de contracter mariage, le droit d’acquerir 
el de vendre dea proprietds, le droit de libre circulation ainsi que 
toutes autres restrictions ordonnees par les autorites helleniques 
I’egard des personnes visdes dans I’article preoddent, seront levdes 
dds la mise en vigucur do la prdeente Convention sans attendee la 
distribution des certificats d'etablis prdvue dans le dernier alinda 
dc 1 'article preeddent. 

AnTioiiE 16 

Les bions meublca et iinmeubles oi-desaous dnoneds passent on 
(outc propridte nu Gouvorncuient hclldniquc: 

1") Los meublca et hnmcubles sis cn Grdco nppartonant aux 
Musulinans, rossortissaiits holldnes, non-dohangenbles, ayant quittd 
la zone do la Thrace Oooidentale cxooptde de I’dchange et privea 
du droit do rctour aux termes de I’article 28 de la prdsente Con- 
vention. 

2®) Los biens mcubles et immcublcs sis hors dc la zone de la 
Thrace Occidentale exceptde dc I’echange et appartenant aux dtablis 
luusulraans prdsents dans cette mSme zone dc la Thrace Occidentale 
ou aux personnes beneliciant du droit de retour aux termes de 
I’nrticlo 14 tie la prdsente Convention. 

3“) Los biens sis en Thrace Occidentale et figurant sur la liste 
remise par la Deldgation helldnique k la Commission Mixto en date 
du 18 juin 1927, 

4°) Les propnetes d’une dtendue totale de 7000 stremmas qui 
figurent sur une autre liste compldmentaire ci- joints, pour autant 
que ces terres se trouvcnl dcj^i occupdes. 

, AimcJLB 17 

Sous rdserve des dispositions oontenues dans les alindas 3 et 4 
de rarticlo 16, le droit de propridtd dcs dtablis musulmans prdsents 
dans la zone de la Thrace Occidentale exceptde de I’dchange, ainsi 
que des personnes bdneficiant du droit de retour aux termes de 
I’article 14 de la prdsente Convention sur leurs biens meubles et 
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immoublos sis dans la zone de la Thrace Occidentale excopteo do 
I’dohange, n’est en aucun sens affeote par les dispositions do la 
pr^Bonte Convention. 

Tons saiaie ou sequestre op6r6s sur les biena mentionnds dans 
I’alinda precedent do cet article scront loves sans aucun retard la 
reintegration du propridtaire ou de son xeprdsentant legal dans la 
hbre et pleine possession et jouissance de ses Mens ne pouvant §tre 
diffdrde 2l aucun titre. 

CHAprrsB VII 

REVENUS OU LEURS EQUIVALENTS, INDEMNITES 

Abticlb 18 

Lea deux Gouvernements renoncent rdciproquement toutes 
rdclamations du chef dcs revonus ou leurs equivalents dfls pour 
I'oecupation doa biena appartenant a I’une quelconque des cabd- 
gories oi-dcssus dnonedes (Chapitre 2, 3, 4, 6 et 6). 

Abxicle 19 

II incombera aux deux Gouvernements de rdgler dircotement 
aveo leurs propres ressortissants la question de lovers et autres 
indemnitds dues en vertu de I’artiole 3 de la ddoision 28 de la Com- 
mission Mixte. 

CHAPITBa VIII 

VERSEMENT DES SOMMES ET INDEMNISATIONS 

Akpiclb 20 

Le Gouvernement helldnique mettra a la disposition de la Com- 
mission Mixte dans le mois qui suivra la raise en vigueur de la 
prdsente Convention une somme de quatre cent vingt cinq mille 
(425.000) Livres sterling. 

De cette somme la Commission Mode affectera: 

a) Cent cinquante mille (160.000) Livres sterling on vue d’ln- 
demniser par ses soins, les dtablis grecs ressortissants turcs prdsents 
h, Istanbul ainsi que les personnes bdndfiant du droit de*retour 
aux te^'mea de Tartlole 10 de la prdsente Convention, pour les biens 
qix'ils possfedent hors de la zone d'Istanbul exoeptde de I’dohange. 

b) Gapt cinquante mille (160,000) Livres Sterling en vUe d'in- 

parses soms les dtablis nlusulmans ressortissants Helldnes 
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doul los biens i)tts&ent en la propriety du Gouverneinent hell^nique 
eii vertu de I’article 16 do la prdscnle Convention La distribution 
des soinmos destineos pour I’indemnisation des personnes vis6es ci- 
dcssus par les almcas 1 et 2 du prdsent article sera operde par Ics 
oi’ganes do la Commission Mixte suivant une procedure sommaire 
et rapide qui sera fixec par elle. 

Le solde s’clevant a Cent vingt cmq mille (125.000) Livres 
Sterling sera remis au Gouvemement Turc par la Commission 
Mixte, en trois versements. Le premier versement s’elevant k Soix- 
ante deux mille cinq cents (62.500) Livres Sterling sera effectud 
dans le mois qui auivra la mise en vigueur de la prdsente Conven- 
tion; Ic deuxidmc versement s’olevant a Quarantc sept mille cinq 
cents (47.500) Livres sterling aura lieu dfes que les Membres 
Neutres de la Commission Mixte estimeront que toutes les pro- 
pridLcs appartenant aux rcssortissants helldnes ont dtd restitudes 
cn conformitc de I’article 9 do la presento Convention; le troisidme 
ot le dernier versement s’dlevant d Quinze mille (16.00) Livres 
Sterling aprde constatation par les Membres Neutres de la Commis- 
sion Mixte de I’oxdcution intdgrale do toutes les charges et obliga- 
tions inconibant d la Turquie aux termes de la prdsente Convention. 

A la suite du paiement des sommes dues par la Grdce en exdcu- 
tion des dispositions contenues dans le prdsent article la Grece est 
libdrce do toutes obligations resultant du fait de I’acquisition des 
propridtds, consonties a son profit aux termes de la prdsente Con- 
vention. 

Abttclb 21 

La somme de Quatre cent vingt cinq mille (426.000) Livres Ster- 
ling que le Gouvemement Helldnique s’engage d metlre a la dis- 
position de la Commission Mixte en vertu de I’article preoddent et 
la sommo de Quinze mille (16.000) Livres Sterling prdvue dans le 
quatridme alinea de I’article 22 de la prdsente Convention seront 
prdlevdes sur le montant de la somme de Cinq cent mille (500.000) 
Livres Sterling, oddde en garantie par la Grdce au Gouvemement 
Turc cn conformite de I’article 6 de I’accord d’Athdnes du ler 
ddeepabre 1926 toutes fomialitds de rdtrocession et remboursement 
d Ift Grdce du reliquat Soixante mille (60 000) Livres Sterling lui 
revenant devant dtre accomplies sans retard par les deux Gou- 
vernementi^. 



826 


APPENDIX VIII 


OIIAPITBE IX 

DISPOSITIONS SPECIALES 

Abticlb 22 

En cas d’iniiiOBaibilite do resiHution d’un immcublc appar tenant 
I’unc des oate&orios mentiouncea dans les Chnpitres 4, 5 et 6 
dc la prcsenbc Convention, lea Gouvernoments des Pays de la situ- 
ation des immeubles no pourront respcotivement s’en rcndre aoqud- 
reura que dans des cas purement exceptionnels et apr^s constata- 
tion par la Commission Mixte des circonstances rendant la restitu- 
tion impossible. Apres approbation de chaque cas par die, la 
Commission Mixte proeddera S, revaluation du bien cn question et 
indemnisora son propriotairo comma suit: 

S’il s’agit d’un immcuble appartenant un rcssortissant Hellene, 
une sonime ('gale an montant de I’estimation dc I’immcuble sera 
prdlcvdc, pour 6tre payee k I’ayant-droit, sur Ic fond doe quarnnto 
sept mille cinq cents (47.600) Livres Sterling ae trouvant en la 
possession de la Commission Mixte et dcvnnt 6tre vorsfe au Oou- 
vernement Turc dans les conditions prcscritcs Ji Particle 20 do la 
presente Convention. 

S’il s’agit d’un imraeuble appartenant Si un 6labli Grec le pr6- 
Ibvement aura lieu sur le fond de quinze raillc (15.000) Livres 
Sterling ae trouvant entre les mains de la Commission Mixte pour 
6tro versd au Gouvernement Turo scion les proscriptions do Particle 
20 suamcntionn6. 

Le Gouvernement Hellenique s’engage h verser entre les mains 
de la Commission Mixto une somroe de quinze mille (15.000) Livnes 
Sterling ^ prdever selon les conditions prfivues S, Particle 21 de 
oette Convention qui sera destines k indemniser le cas 6oh6ant les 
propri4taireB dee biens appartenant aux etablis Musulmans de la 
Thrace Ooeidentale et dont I’aoquisition serait autorisfic conforme- 
ment aux conditions et modalit^s prevues dans Palin6a I®' du 
present article. 

Abtiolb 23 

Les fonds mentionnfis dans les alin^as 3 et 4 de Particle pr6o6- 
dent 4tant oonstitu4s en garantie de Pexioution intdgrale des dauses 
et dispQsition contonues dans la pr&ente Convention, lesdits fonds 
^^vront §tre reconatituos sur domande des Membres Noutres de la 
Oomroiasion Mixte apr^s ohaque prgl5vement effeotud conformdroent 
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aux prescriptions coiitonucs dans I’articlc precedent, au inoyen d’un 
vcrscinont qui sera egalc au monfcant prclcvo, 

Cliaquc OouvcvncTuent aura droit a se faire rcsfcituor le fond 
cle quinzo millc (15.000) Livrps«Stcrling lui appartenant aprfes con- 
statation par Ics Membres Ncutros de la Commission Mixto de 
I’cxdcution inlegrale dc toutca Ics charges ct obligations lui incoin- 
baut en vertu dc la presento Convention. 

Abtious 24 

Sous reserve des dispositions de I’article 22 de la presente Con- 
vention le Gouvernement Turc ost Iib4r6 dc toutes les obligations 
resultant du fait de I’acquisition des propriete conaentie a son 
profit aux tmnes des dispositions de la prdsente Convention. 

Article 26 

Au cas oil des inimoublcs vises aux articles 12 al. 1 et 16 al. 1 dc 
la pv6senlo Convention n'auraicnb pas 6t6 6vontuellomcnt oocup6s 
par Ics Gouvcrncnicnts rospoctifs, ii la date do la raise en vigueur dc 
la piAscnto Convention, il ne pourra 6tro i3roc6d6 leur saisie, 
86quc8tro ou occupation qu'apr6s exainen ct approbation pr6alablo3 
de chaque cas par la Commission Mixto. 

Aucunc saisie, sequestre ou occupation nc pourra fitre fait aprfes 
la clfiture des travaiuc do la Commission Mixte. 

Article 26 

A la domande des mteresses et sous rdserve des dispositions du 
droit commuu et de cclles relatives aux biens passant en la pro- 
prifte du Gouvernement Hcll6nique et du Gouvernement Turc, les 
autorit^s cadastralos dans les deux pays sont tenues de procider 
sans retard & toutes les formalitis necessaires, non accomplies 
^jusqu’Ji ce jour, pour le transfert des biens sis respectjvement 
Istambul et en Thrace Occidentale et revenant soit & des ressor- 
tissants hellines soit a des ressortissants tecs se trouvant en la pos- 
session effective de leurs biens, soit h des itablis Grecs ou Musul- 
mans, ^ la suite d’un hiritage laissc par un non-dchangeable. 
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ClIAPITRB X 

DISPOSITIONS QltNERALRS 

Article 27 

Le mot Istambul figurant dans la prescnto Convention designe 
la ville de Constantinople telle qu’clle est mdiqudc a I’articlc 2 do 
la Convention sur I’dchauge dea populations grcoques ct tiirqucs 
signoe &, Lausanne le 30 Janvier 1923. 

Lea expressions bendficiaires de la Declaration IX, ressortissants 
turcs, ressortissants hellenes, dtablis grecs d’lstambul, dtablis 
musuluians de la Thrace Occidentale, sont applicables aiix per- 
sonnes physiques auasi bien qu’aux personnes morales. 

Article 28 

Sont privcs du droit do rctour, dans le sens dc la prdsentc Con- 
vention, les Grecs orthodoxes ressortissants turcs non-cehangcables 
aotuellomonl absents ot ayant quittd Istambul sans otro munis do 
paaaeporta dmanant des autontds dc la Rdpubhqiic Turque, do 
mSme quo les Musulmana ressortissants hollencs non-dohangcablcs 
aotuellement absents et ayant quittd la Thrace Ocoidontalo sans 
6tre munis de passeports emanant des autoritds do la Rdpubliquo 
Helldnique. 

Les deux Gouvernements declarent rcconnaltrc rcspectivcmont 
la nationalitd helldnique aux Grecs ressortissants Turcs d’lstambul 
privds dc droit de retour conformdment h I’alinca precedent et aux 
Grecs bdndfioiaires de la Ddolaration IX, ct la nationalitd turquo 
aux Musulmans ressortissants Helldnes de la Thrace Occidentale, 
privSs de droit de retour oonform6ment h l’alin6a pr6o6dent qt ftujc 
Musulmans b4neficiaires de la Declaration IX. ' 

Les personnes en question n’enoourent, dans lenrS pays d’origine, 
aucune d6oh4ance du lait de ce changement de nationality, no- 
tamment en ce qui concerne leurs droits patrimoniaux quelconqucs, 
le droit de succession, le droit d’ester en justice, etc. Le ohango- 
ment de nationality de ces personnes entraine le changement do la 
nationality de leurs femmes et wifants presents k Istambul. ou en 
Thrace Occidentale, & moins que la loi nationale de chaque pays 
ne $’y opjiose. 

Ahtiolb 29 

Souq iryserve des disposition de droit oommun et de celles do 
iPftrtUdq 25 de la.prysente Convention, il ne sera nroeydy k I’avenir 
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a ftiioune atiisio ou nicsures rcbtriclives quclconques a I’^gard dcs 
bjcns dont la projirietd n’aura pas ct^ transferee a Pun dos deux 
Gouvernciuents en vertu de la pr6scnto Convention, et leurs pro- 
prictaircb scront libres de jouir ct disposer do lours biens fit de Ics 
adminifatrer comme bon leur semble. 

Abticle 30 

Lcs termes actucllement et offectivement figurant dans la pre- 
sents Convention ae rapportent a la situation dc fait existant la 
date du 1“ aofit 1929 


CHAPITRE XI 

CLAUSES ARBITRALES 
Ahticlb 31 

L’application de la presente Convention est confine par les deux 
Couvernernents la Commission Mixte, qui eonstituera cet effet 
les organcs necessaires. 

Abticle 32 

Lcs deux Oouvornements rcconnaissant d’une mani^re gen^rale 
la qualitd d’arbitre &. MM. lcs Membres Neutres de la Commission 
Mixto, dans tout different qui pourrait surgir I’avenir au sein de 
cottc Commission relativement Pinterpr^tation et ^ Papplioation 
de la pr4sente Convention, s’engagent d'ores et d6ja &, reoonnaitre 
sans discussion lours decisions. 

Tout diff4rend ou litigc qui pourrait aurvenir entre les deux 
Delegations Turque et Hell^nique dans le domaine de Papplioation 
dc la presents Convention sera ainsi d^finitivement rSsolu par les 
Membres Neutres de la Commission Mixte. 

CHAPITBB XII 

DISPOSITIONS FINALES 
Abitcle 33 

Les lois, d^crets, roglements, interpretations legalos et officielles 
ou otdonnanoes et circulairos de toute sorte contraires aux disposi- 
tions contonucs dans la pr486nte Convention ou empSohant d'une 
mani^re queleonque son exficution int6girale sont abolis de pleiu 
droit dans les deux pays. 
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AKTioiiia 34 

La proscntc ('(nivcnlion sora ratifa'p prcnaul. aiuHi roroo dc loi 
dans los. donx jiays. 

Toutos publications on noUlicatioiis requisos par la 16s^iBlaiioii 
dcs Pays rospeclifs scront faitea pour sa iiiisc eii execution iuiino- 
diate. 

L’6changc dos ratifications se fera a Athenes. 

Ankara, le 10 juin 1930. 
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lock of courage of, 376, 497 
memorandum of neutral members 
of, 644 

minority of neutral members in. 384 
minutos of sessions of, 368, 376 
neutral mombers of, 3M, 366 
opinion on properties of exchanged 
peitioim by neutral membei-s of, 
668 

Pendlk Jnoldent of, 431 
periods in, ^he vork, of, 371 
, plenary sessionB of, 368 
pcs^denny of, >384 
qUEdifioftidpns pf paeiubers of, 368 
r^ucHcmiof members of, 356 
,tregpfl#(a^ jiB'W adopted by, 373 


Bivna Vicuna’s additiivn slrcngthi'ii-., 
641 

wihirics and ullowancos of lucmlicrs 
of, 684 

salaries of pcrsoiinpl of, 686 
scat of, 357 
scei'otuiiat of, 360 
sections or bureaus of, 366 
Service of Inspection of, 620 
sub-commissions of, 369 
substitutes for members of, 366 
supervision of emigration by, 421 
tacit rule of iiuanimity established 
in, 369, 374 
total expenses of, 688 
uselessness of, 376 
Viscount Ishii's report on, 364, 358, 
864 

■work of, 371, 374 
GaEOO-T-OBXIBH CoN'VBNmON, 
as interpreted by Vonizclos, 465 
coming into effeol of, 346 
cultural consequences of, 730 
doubts as to wisdom of, 724 
drafting of, 340, 343 
eoonomio oonsoquenoos of, 
to Gveooo, 726 
to Turkey, 728 
failure io execute, 496 
Mixed OommiBsion constituted un- 
der, 363 

See also Onoo-TwhUh Oomvik- 
aion, 

modidcation of Article 8 of, 394 
Nansen's part in, 386 
origin of, 386 

payments to Greek emigrants as a 
result of, 689 

persons subject to exchange nndor, 
377 

See also Exchangeable, and Ex- 
empt Persons, 

poUtioaJ consequences of, 726 
proposal by Dr. Nansen tor, 838 
provisions of, 344 
Gbboo-Tubkibh Niwotmtions, 
agreement of 1926 to stop seizures' 
arrived at, 612 

Agreement of Angora roaehod by, 
606 

OBUsed by Commission’s ineptitude, 
497 

first period of, 600 
interruption of OommisaioSi'B work 
by, 371, 376, 600 
Italian intervention in, 666 
last B^e of, 666 
new, in first part of 1928, 547 
reasons for failure of, 6m 
second peiriod of, 606 
third period of, 610 
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Vonizclos’ loUer to laiuct Pacha for, 
65i 

iHECo-TuBKisn Wab, 
exodus of Greeks at ond of, 17 
Greece, 
area of, 702 

cordiality of relations between Tur- 
key and, 736 

declarations of Ismet Pacha on Tur- 
key, and 730 

density of population in^ 702 n. 
improvement of commuiucations in, 
684 

obseiwations on payment to Tui’- 
key by, 6^ 

payments under Convention of An- 
gora by, 679 
population of, 702 
"popular movement” in, 732 
prospects of settlement of disputes 
with Bulgaria, 723 
rejection of Geneva Protocol by, 
112 

Western ideas in, 732 
Greek Loaks, 

Soo Oroeh Refugees, 

GlfflBK PATBrABOHAIB, 
avithority of, in the Ottoman Em- 
pire, 6 

distinguished from other Orthodox 
Cluirolies, 382 

exemption from exchange of Holy 
Synod of, 416 
expulsion of head of, 416 
insistence of Turks for its removal 
from Constantinople, 343 
position in Tm’kish Empire, of, 
878 

question of head of, before Mixed 
Commission, 414, 416 
Greek Befuoees, 
agricultural associations of, 670 
agricultural production of, 680 
agricultural settlement of, 
area of family allotments in, 664 
associations of refugees in, 070 
cattle and stock improvement by, 
664 

choice of refugees for place for, 
654 

eompUtion of, 666 

districts where it was carried out. 



6^6 . . 
expenditure of the Commission 
for, 686 

frontier distiiots settlements of, 

' 668 , 686 

group settlement as basis of, 653 
houses built fur, 669 


production increased and im- 
proved by,_661 

puolisliod opinions on success of, 
669 

results of, 666 

smallness of allotments in, 665 
sU'engtlicning of, by CommiBsion, 
667 

tobacco production increase by, 
663 

value of family allotments in, 666 
water supply for rural colonies in, 
66S 

alternatives in settlement of, 640 
American lelief work for, 620 n, 6W 
area and value of land assigned for 
settlement of, 649 
area of allotments for, 654 
arts and crafts introduced in Greece 
by, 680 

assessment of claims of, 690 
average debt of each rmal family 
of, 696 

buildings for settlement of, 
in rural colonies, 669 
urban houses, 676 
census of 1028 for, 641 
oharacteristics and traits of, 646, 
659 

classes of, 646, 678 
Commission for the settlement of, 
alternatives before, 640 
collection of debts of refugees by, 

m 

continues Government’s work, 639 
convention of Geneva for the 
dissolution of, 693, 098 
decision of, for urban refugees, 
673, 674 

eslamate of work of, 703 
final liquidation of, 696 
general expenses of, 687 
Greek law for, 627 
legal status of, 632 
membership of, 628 
Orgamc Statutes of, 625 
OTganiaalion of, 629 
programme of, 639 
provisions of the Protocol on, 
623, 626 

results of work of, in. agricultural 
settlement, 656 
salaries of, 628 
staff of, 680, 631 
urban colonization by, 641 
use of funds by, 686 
value of land and urban property 
ceded to, 649 

Commission’s conclusions on agri- 
cultural settlement work for, 
656, 659 
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Commission'a report oa comlilioa l 
or urban vofugoea, 677 
eonnmmiuatioua improve<l ns roauU 
oC scUlomont of, 684 
complotion of main work for ogri- 
cuHui’iil aoitloincnt of, 642 
consequences^ on Moslem popula- 
tion by influx of, 42S 
consequeneos on Bulgarian emigra- 
tion by influx of, 106, 133 
contributions of vaiioua countries 
for, 619 

cultural efieeta of coming in Greece 
of, 733 

description of slate of, by Dr. Nan- 
sen, 620 

districts, where settled, 645, 653 
drainage work necessitated for set- 
tlement of, 666 

expenditure of loan funds for set- 
tlement of, 680 

expenditures of Greek Govern- 
ment for, 688 

financial burdens of Greece through 
settlement of, 703, 727 
fishing establishments for, 681 
general remarks on the settlement 
of, 699 

Government’s organisation, for, 
maintained, 629, 630 
Greek people's grappling with prob- 
lem of, 640 

Greek Befugoe Relief Fund for, 642, 
649, 676, 687 

health, improvement work for, 
682 

health service established by Com- 
mission for, 683 

Sellenization of Greek Macedonia 
by, 700 

high birth-rate of, 666, 734 
inaemnifleation of, 686 
land for settlement of, 
application of Agrarian Beform 
Law on. 648 

area of, lo be assigned under the 
Protocol, 623, ^9 
cadaster of, made by the Com- 
mission, 662 
categories of, 648 
distribution of, to refugees, 851 
drainage and irrigation of, 665 
legal status of, determined, 650 
meohonicaJ cultivation of, 664 
method of distribution of, 662 
reclaimed by drainage work, 666 
topogi'axihic^ survey of, 651 _ 
totm area of, ceded to Commis- 
sion, 64Q < 

lvalue of, 649 

Loans for the setUement of, 


iidvimci's of lUo Bank of lOng- 
huul on. 683, 634, 010, fill 
iillociilion of lii'Nl loan, 041 
iillocaiiou 111 hW'oiui loan, 613 
conuessiouh cxtiiirlod from Gvet'i'o 
for, 638 

oxtraonlmiiry amort izulion of, 690 
issue of first loan, 633 
issue of second loan, 638 
proposals for, 621 
provisions of the Brotocol for, 62 1 
real interest of first loan, 636 
real interest of second loan, 638 
repayments by refugees towards 
amortization of, 692 
revenues assigned to first loan, 
624 

second loan, 637 
United States loan, 638, 639 
use of, by the Commission, 686 
Value of propel fcy ceded lo Com- 
mission as against, 646 
yield of revenues assigned to ser- 
vice of, 636 

miihu-ia fight for the protection of, 
682 

Nansen’s activity for, 336, 018, 020 
number of, 643 
settled by Commission, 646 
organization of Sottlomont Com- 
mission for, 629 

oriental oarpots industry brought 
by, 679 

payment of debts by, 694 
places of oi’igin of, 644 
prospects of return to Turkey of, 
734 

Protocol for Settlement of, 623 
amendments of, 634 
qualities of, 646, 669, 676, 678, 703 
rarely regrouped according to plaoes 
of origin, 663 

rcartion to plan of exchange by, 340 
repayments by, 693 
requisitions of Moslem propaities 
for, 478 

rural, number of, settled by Com- 
mission, 646 

settlement of accounts of, 694 
strong country population for 
Greece through, 7^ 
total of indemnities paid to rural, 
696 ,, 

total of indemnities paid to urban, 
691 

urban settlement of, 
alternatives of Commission for, 
673 

arts and crafts encouraged in, 680 
Commission maioly oonsiructs 
homes, 674 
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c\ptmdiiuro oi Commi&sion for, 
670, 687 

expenditure of Greek Erfief Fund 
for, 676 

houses built by Conunission. in, 
676 

more women tlian men involved 
in, 673 

number of urban refugees, 672 
settled by Commission, 646 
oriental carpets industry in, 679 
value of property ceded to Com- 
mission for, 649 

work provided by Government 
for, 676 

works of public health and utility 
for, 682 
GnsEKS, 

Bulgarian aspirations Ihroatoning, 7 
desire for peace of, 734 
detamed able-bodied Greeks, 434 
disorderly i emoval from Turkey of, 
426, 429, 436 

exodus from Asia Minor of, 14 
Iiaviug emigrated from 1912 lo 1922, 
440 

in Asia Minor, number of, 14 
in Bulgaria, eompellod to cmigrato, 
107 

number of emigrants, from Bulgaria, 
121 

past eoniraolions of, 731 
predominance of, 4, 9 
remaining in Bulgaria, 122 
retention of Byzantine traditions 
by. 733 

transferred to Greece from Turkey 
from 1933-1926, 438 
Wav of Independence of, 6 

Holy Squad, 

exemption from exchange of mem- 
bers of, 410 

Imbhos, 

Greek inhabitants of, 418 
Immovablh Pbopeety,_ 

Under Oreco-Bulgarian Convention, 
appraisal of. 

See Appraisal, 
by destination, 161 
cancellation of exceptional measures 
against, 129 

consequences of transfer of posses- 
sion of, 260 

disposal of, by emigrants, 124 
disputes in, 131 

distinction of rural property and 
buildings in, 306 
establishment of rights in, 139 
See also Property Rights, 


exceptional measures against, 127 
exchange of, by emigrants, 126 
fisheries rights considered as, 149 
forests as, 180 

indemnity for dispossession of, 267 
joint ownership m, 147 
mortgages on, 256 
not included in applications for 
liquidation, 154 
occupation of, by refugees, 133 
"f communities. 

See Communities, 
ownership transferred in, 260 
payments for. 

See Payments, 
quasi-rcal rights, 148 
restrictions on, 131 
surveying of, 

See Survey, 

taking possession of, 133 
taxes on seized, 136 
transfer of possession to, 269 
Iransfcn-ed in ownership to States, 
305 

Turkish land law provisions on, 180 
Under Qreco-TiadnsK Convention, 
joint ownership in, 459 
mortgages on, 459 
of communities, 460 
of Greeks in Constantinople, 

See Constantinople, 
of Moslems in Western Thrace, 616 
Bee also WestsTTi Thrace, 
problems of appraisal of. 

See Appraisal, 

provisions of tlie Convention on, 
467 

Eeport of Inspection Service on, 658 
transfer lo the States of the own- 
eiship of, 458 

under seizure or K^ropriation, 460 
value of Greek claims in, 660 
Indemnities, 

decisions for payment of, 268 
duo emigrants, 266 
for dispoBsessiDn, 267 
for pensions, 261 
Intbbbst, 

See Liquidation. 

ISMBT Pacha, 

dedarationa of, on Greeks and 
Turks, 730 

response of, to exchange of popu- 
lations plan, 339, 340 

JumsTio Persons, 
under Greco-Bulgarian Convention, 
87 

under Greco-Turkiah Convention, 
396 

See also Communities. 
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Kemal Pacha, 
hia Govcinint'nl’h anuouneeinwit of 
oxpulaion. of Greeks, 836 
introduction of Western ideas by, 
728 

Nansen’s negotiations with repre- 
Bontative of, 336 


Lanes, 
appraisal of, 216 ff. 
appraisal of forest, 231 
classification by tariff of, 219 
conversion of’ amount of appraisal 
of, 276, 277, 284 
criticism of tariff for. 218 
decisions of appraisal foi, 226 
differences of prioc.<i in Bulgaria and 
Greece for, 222 

distinguished from buildings, 205 
establishment of tariff of prices for, 
216 

prices for, 206, 220 
prices for tobacco lands, 224 
piiccs for ivees, 227 
prices for vines, 226 
procedure for appraisal of, 228 
tariff of prices for, 206, 220 
unaurvoved and unclassified apprais- 
al, 232 

Land Sphvbvino. 

See Survey. 

Land Sitbvdtors, 
appointment of, 68 
duties of, 196 
Latibaknb CoKiriiiiBNaB, 
discussiona at, 338 
LisAQtra OB Nations Assembdt, 
resolution of, on Greek Refugees, 
619 

iBAOtrai OS’ Nations Counoil, 
adoption of Geneva Protocols by, 
110 

appointment of members of Mixed 
Commissions by, 60, 364 
Commission of Rniuiry appointed 
by, 68 

compliance with lecommendations 
of. 93 

contribution of. for Greek Refugees, 
61,9, 622 

d isousslng Caphandaris - Molloff 
Agreement, 319 

Greek Sub-Committee of, 622, 633, 
634 

intarfirenoe in Greoq- Bulgarian 
_ltini^(^on, 67 

intM^MonSdn, in question of oom- 
>166 

pjiJlffl>;venM(i»n in question of pay- 
' meats to emi^ants, 307 


intervention iif, for Bulgariiiu n'fn- 
gecs, 594 

question of ibe lu'fore, 405 

LiQUrovTioN, 

Under Choco-Biili/mian ('oni'mlimi, 
amount payable attev conversion, 
276 _ 

application for, 97 
application form for, 138 
appraisal of property in, 

See Ayraisal 

arbitrary change of coiivercion into 
in, 278 

calculation of interest in, 273 
checkers’ work in, 269 
compiling soivice in, 266 
completion of work of, 286, 287 
conversion of iinioiml of, 276, 276 
deeiaions of Oommission for, 271 
diffleullies m com])iling files for, 
260 

ex officio, 162 
fairness of prices of, 213 
files Hquidnled bv C’ommksion, 286 
final plans for, 287 
instrumcniH ihhiiccI by Hovvice of, 273 
interest on priro of, 260, 273 
numbers of files liquidati'd 286 
number, of files sol, up for 260 
of rights in forests, 188 
omissions or eirors ehockod for, 269 
operations involved in, 137 
order issued by Commission, 271 
organisation of service of, 272 
plana for total, 286 
posting application for, 188 
rate of conversion for forests, 284 
rate of conversion of price of lands, 
277 

Reporting Committee's fimotione in, 
270 

revision of decisions of, 286 
sei-vice of. 272 

slowness of compiling work for, 267 
stages of, 264 
supplementaryj 164 
surveying service for, 194 
verification work for, 268 
Under Greeo-Turkish Convention, _ 
assessment of refugees' claims in 
Greece, 660 

first decision of Commission on, 463 
number pf applications fo^ 659 
of Greek and Turkish properties, 
See Balancing of Claiine, 
renunciation of, 668 
Loans 

for Bulgsrian Refugees Settlement, 
See Bulgarian Refugee^) 
for Greek Refugees Settlement, 
See Greek R^ugees. 
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MADilDONlA, 

BulgiU'iana in, in 1920, 122 
conflicting clrtims in, 7 
Greek refugees settled mostly in, 
639, 6S3 

Hollcniztttion of, by settlement of 
Greek refugees, 700 
Macedonian REvoLtmoNABT OnoANi- 

ZAMON, 

opposition to emigration by, 104 
preomsor of, 7 
Malabia, 

campaign against, 
in Bulgaria, 610 
in Greece, 682 
Manbiqub de Laba, 
critique of work of, 360 
quwTel of, with hia colleagues, 362 
Mabbied Women, 
exempted from exchange, 413 
Bubject to exchange, 396 
under Convention of Angora, 576 
Miotoouy, 

Sec Convent a. 

MetboukiSi, 

lands, liquidation of, 148 
Miobationb. 

chronological order of, 16 
See also Emigration. 

Mxlw, 

appraisal of, 246 
Minus, 
rights in, 151 
Minoritieb, 

Bulgarian Treaty provisions lor, 40 
cerlifloate of memberahip in, 97 
esohango of, by Turko-Bulgarian 
convention, 18 
Exchange of. 

See Exchange o} Minoritiea, 
and Exchange of Populations. 
Geneva Protocols for protection of, 
110 

Greek Minoritiea Treaty provisions 
I for, 40 

not affected by Emigration Con- 
vention, 132 

historical instances of transfer of, 1 
history of protection of, 2 
members of, under Qreoo-Bulgar- 
ian Convention, 77 
Moslems, in Greece, not troublc- 
Ibme, 726 

option clauses for, 2 
solution of political problems by 
exchange of, 17 

treatment of, by Turkish Empire, 
13, 728 

X/nder Cfreco-Twhkh Convention, 
Agreement qf Angora on, 488 
application of general laws to, 480 


duties of Mixed Commission on 
behalf of, 476 

Greeks of Imbros and Tenodos, 418 
inspection of, in 1024, by Mixed 
Commission, 480 

intervention of League Council in 
favor of 481 

investigation of, in 1928, in Western 
Thraoa, 402 

neutral inquiry of 1925 on, 482 
provisions of Convention on, 476 
questions outside the Commission’s 
competence, 477 

Report of 1925 on neutral members 
on, 483 

restrictions of rights of Greek mi- 
nority, 485, 491 

violations of the Convention with 
regard to, 478 
Minobs, 

exempted from oxchange, 413 
inohidod in exchange, 396 
right of, to emigiate, under Greoo- 
Bulgarian Convention, 79 
under Convention of Angora, 576 
Mixed Commissions, 
failure of both, 720 
See also Qreao-Evlgarian Cam- 
mission and Oreao-TurMth 
Commiaaion. 

Mosuems, 

beneficiaries ol Lausanne Declara- 
tion, 468 

See also Declaration, on Moalem 
Propertiea, 

early departwe of, from Greece, 
424, 427 

having emigrated from 1912 to 1922, 
430 

in Greece, not a troublesome mi- 
nority, 726 

inhabitants m Epiius, 388_ 

Jugoslav subjects, emigrating, 428 
rural property of, turned over to 
Refugee Commission, 690 
transferred from Greece to Turkey 
from 1923 to 1926, 438 
urban property of, toned over to 
National Bank of Greece, 600 
Mount Athob, 
new charter of, 176 
property rights of convents of, 175 
MoVABUB PKOPBnTV, 

Under Oreeo-Bulgarian Convention, 
detoition of, 119 
recovery of, 120 
right to take awaV, 119 
UfMer Oreeo~Twlmh OonvenfM>n,_ 
abandonment of, by Greeks in 
Turkey, 446 

consorvatory tede of perishable, 452 



846 


INDEX 


credit. aBRt'te of piuiarnnlu, 463 
dofinifion of, by the Commisaion, 
446 

dovuaita in Banks, 449 
■moneys in safes, 449 
of commimitios, 466 
of Greeks in Constant inoplo, 479, 
516 

of Mosloras in Western Thraeo, 516 
pensions of exchanged persona, 454 
proees^verbaux for property loft, 444 
provisions of the Convention on, 
443 

rentals and claims in, 460, 578 
renrmciation of appraisal of, 670 
requisitions of, 445 
things considered as, 446 

N\nsen CFridtjop), 
appeal of, for Greek refugees, 618 
exchange of populations proposed 
by, 33S 

request addressed by Vonisselos to, 
337 

National CoNaojousNEas, 
basis under Gropo-Bulgarian Con- 
vention, 77 

under Orooo-Turkish Convention, 
379 

Nation AiaiT, 

change of, by emigrants, 120 
exchanged persons acquiring novr, 
3G8 

National Minokities, 

Seo Minoritiea. 

Nationals, 

properties in Greece of Turkish, 673 
properties in Turkey of Greek, 674 
See also Non-Exohangeablea, 

Neutbal Exmsbts, 

See Appraiaal. 

N ON-EXOH ANOEABLES , 

Agreement of Angora on properties 
of, 606 

claims of the two Govornmonts for 
properties of, 662 
Convention of Angora sets off claims 
for, 873 

etabUa of Constantinople and West- 
ern Thrace, 

See Exempt rersons and EtabUa. 
Greece’s reasons of consent to set 
off claims, 568 

Greek subjeots in Turkey oonsid- 
ered 3^ 

inability of Greece to return prop- 
erties of, 601 

mutual opmpensation of claims for 
properties of, 6^ 

negotiationB for purcihase of prop- 
erties of, 611 


I numbers of Greek and Turkish 
' olaiinauia, 657 

persona having left prior to 1012, 
392 

properties of Greek subjeeis in 
Const ani inoplo, 663 
provisions on properties of, 
of nsroemenl of Angora, 600 
of agreement of Athena, 621 
of Convention of Angora, 673 
of Treaty of Peace of Lmisamie, 
600 

Turkish subjects in Greece consid- 
ered, 390 

Option, 

Treaty clauses for, 2 
imdor Ti'oaty of Athens of 1913, 393 
Ottoman Empibb, 

Balkan war against, 10 
conclusions drawn by Young Turks 
from history of, 13, 728 
dcfime of, 6 

expulsion of Greeks from, 16, 20 
vopression of Slav insurrections by, 


Palub, 

appointment of, to (Sri'eo-TurkiHh 
Commission, 354 

on application of genornl laws to 
minovilios, 481 

wwning by, on quostion of ap- 
praisal, 462 

Papas, 

appointmont of, to Greoo-Turkish 
Commission, 364 
criticism pi Commission by, 496 
intervention of, in final negotia- 
tions, 661 

Pasttihbs, 
forests in, 184 
See also Foresia. 

Pattments, 

Agreement of 1927 on cash, 308 
between the Greek and Bulgarian 
States, 

interpretation at Peace Confer- 
ence, 89 

moratorium by Bulgaria, 318 
under the Plan of Payment, 296, 
304 

bonds remitted to emigrants, 294, 
301 

Caphandaris-Molloff Agreement for, 
309 

See Caphandaria-MoUoff Agree- 
ment, 

cash payments, 204 
debit balance payment by Qroece, 
319 
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tlc'ltiyfs in oasili, 301 

(k’i)rpi‘ta.tion of bonds given foi', 303 

figures of, 323 

jlueluafiouh of bonds, 372 

inlemst on liontls romiUed in, 296 

moiuiorium of Bulgaria and, 318 

Plan of Mixed Commission for, 

Bee Plan oj Payment, 
htiilislieiil data on, 322 
Under Oreco-Turkish Convetuiori, 
by the Greek Goveinment, 
lo refugees 689 
to Turkey, 679 
Pbnmk, 
incident of, 431 
Pekbions, 

of exchanged Groela and Turks, 454 
Under Greco-Bulgarkm Convention, 
claimants for, 261, 263 
decision of Mixed Commission on, 
263 

Pehm-usent Court oir Interkational 
Justice, 

advisory opinion of, 
on arbitration under Agreement 
of Athens, 634 
on eommunitios, 406 
on J/nhZfg, 168 
Pi, IN OP Payment, 
ivecouiita between National Banks 
imder, 290 

aeooiuils faeliveon the two Qovem- 
menta under, 206, 344 
ndo)]tion of, 47, 293 
amended by Oaphandaris-Molloff 
Agi-eoment, 

See, Caphandarie-MoUoJJ Agree- 
ment, 

bonds remitted under, 296, 317 
cash paid under, 204, 316 
closing of accounts under. 296, 297 
general scheme of payments under, 
294 

guarantee funds under, 208, 304 
interest payable under, 274 
modification of, by Caphandaris- 
Molloff Agreement, 309 
now, adopted in 1926, 48 
non-conformity of, with facts, 299 
preparation of, 291 
provisions of, 47 
working of, 299, 300 
POUTIS? 

discussing criteria for Albanian race, 
386 

draft of Greco-Bulgarian Conven- 
tion by, 31 

proposals of Geneva Protocols by, 
110 

Possession, 

consequences of transfer of, 260 


dale of loss of, 274 
intcrcbt on liquidation paid after 
trunsfor of, 274 
transfer (o State of. 259 
Property, 
immovable, 

Hoe Immovable Property, 
movable, 

Hoo Movable Pioperty. 

Property Riobts, 

Under Greco-Bulgarian Convention, 
completion of work of establish- 
ment of, 286 

difiicultios of, proof of, 141 
evidence of, 140 
family, 147 

general scheme for establishing, 
139 

in abandoned property, 152 
m community properties, 173 
in convents or metochies, 175 
in crazl mine and metroukd lands, 
148 

in fisheries, 149 
in forests. 

See Forests, 

in mmsi-roal properly, 148 
liquidated when proved, 147 
mining rights, 151 
of communities, 

See Commumties, 
procedure for establlBliing, 138, 145 
proof by representatives, 144 
proof of, 140 

simplification of prooedm’e for es- 
tablislimcnt of, 146 
testimony of witnesses as proof of, 
143 

venfication of titles for, 142 
Under Greco-Turkish Convention, 
no decisions of establishment of, 
627 

See Balancing oj Claims. 
Protocol, 

annexed to Lausanne Convention, 
non-execution by Turks, 434 
provisions of, 346 
for settlement of Refugees, 

See Bulgarian Refugees, 

Greek Refugees, 
of Geneva, 

See Geneva Protocol, 

Reeuobes, 

definition of, by Greco-Bulgarian 
Commission, 134 

See Bulgarian Refugees, Greek 
Refugees and TwkkhRefugees. 
Refobtinq Committee, 
discussions by, on appraisal, 209 
fimotions of, in liquidation, 270 
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KusqumijEONS, 

llvder OraoO'Bulgarian Corwcntion, 
of movable propei'ty, 119 
Under Oreoo-TurMsh Convention, 
com^iancp of Qovornraenls with 
Decision on, 446 

decision of Mixed Commission on, 
446 

in Constantinople, 479 
in 'WesLera Thrace, 478 
of movable property under Athena 
Agreements, 616 
Rbvbnujsb, 

applioatjons for payment of, 368 
due emigrants, 256 
RBYJTiBft (de), 

appointment of, to Greoo-Bulgarian. 
Commission, 60 

plan for final liquidation by, 288 
quaUficationa of, 53 
Rivas VionflA, 

appointment of, to Greoo-Turkiah 
Commission, 366 
estimate of his work, 360 
memorandum by, on all pending 
questions, 544 

new period in the Commission with 
coming of, 373, 641 
Roobn, 

Seo Convent, 

Roovbw (db), 

appointment of, to Greoo-Bulgarian 
Commission, 60, 61 
preparation of Plan of Payment 
by, 291 
Rouss, 

for execution of Greco-Bulgarion 
Convention, 45 


Sasbb, 

moneys in, seised by Turks,. 460 

SAIiT WOBKB, 

appraisal of, 244 
Sbizuiibs, 

Under Qreoo-Bnlgarian Convention, 
of emfersnts property, 127 
Under Greoo-Twfctsh. Convention, 
deoisiDa of Mixed Commission pro- 
hibiting, 446 

immovable property subjected to, 
460 , 

of Cteeek Literary Club library, 
488 

of Greek ptpperties in Constanti- 
nople, 479, 487, 488 
icrf Herein propemes in Western 
\ %Boe,478. 483 

l^pe^es of Oneak subjects at 
~ inpplp, f663 
, W'1926 on property 
§4'1ior486 



verbal agiwmont of May 1926 on, 
612 

dTATISTICS, 

omigmnls triinsforrod umlev Oreco- 
Turkish Couvoniioii, 437 
oinigi'anls iind(>r Grcco-Biilgariiin 
Convention, 121 

Greek emigrants from 1912 to 1922, 
440 

Moslem emigrants from 1912 to 
1922, 439 
Stbbmma, 

equivalence of, 484 n. 
SUB-COMMISBIONB, 

Under Qreeo-Bulgarian Convention, 
bound by agronomists’ dooisions, 
206 

community rights cstablisliod by, 

m 

constitution of, 65 

decisions on property rights by, 144 

functions of, 66 

hearings by, 143 

liquidation ex oiTicio by, 163 

number of, 66 

posting of applications for liquida- 
tion by, 138 

property rights proved before, 143 
representation at hearings of, 144 
sitting of, 139 

substitution of neutral membore of 
Commission by Pveaidonts of, 
66 

summoning of emigrants by, 146 
summoning of interested parlies by, 
139 

Under Greco~Turkish Convention, 
constitution of, 369 
decisions of, 371 
Suavity, 

completion of work of, 286 
difficulties of work of, 198 
for community properties, W4 
lack of official, 194 
land for which none made, 199 
none made in Greoo-Tuvkish ex- 
change, 627 
of forests, 200 

parcel survey abandoned, 197 
service for, 196 
simplified methods for, 168 

Taman, 

See Fisheries. 

Tasot, 
basis of, 221 
critipism of, 218 

decision for establishment of, 206 
entiy into effect of, 217 
' establishment of, 216 
figures of, 22Q 
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fox bxulding lixndsi, 230 
for buildiuRR, 234 fC. 
for lands, 220 
, general part of, 210 
inoroase of basic prices of, 224 
local tariffs for buildings, 240 
reduction of basic prices of, 223 i 
Tatabakis, 

confidential report of, Sfi? 

Taxes, _ ' 

exemption of exchanged populo- 
iions from, 423 

on seized property of emigrants, 
136 
Tbnedos, 

Greek inhabitants of, 418 
TopoaaAPHBBB, 

See Survey. 

TBAMBimi, 
of populations. 

See Emigration. 

Tbbvty op Athens, 1913, 
option ’under, 393 
Tumcby, 
area of, 717 

cordiality of relations between 
Gi'Qooe and, 735 

declarations of Isiiici Pacha on 
Qrooco and, 730 
population of, and density, 717 
Tubkibh Land Law, 
categories of land under, 180 
Iradfi of 1^170 on forests, 186 
Lands Erazi rairi^ under, liquidated, 
148 

on real property, 141 
provisions of, on forests, 182 
titles under, 141 
Turkish Rbpuqbbb, 
expenditure on settlement of, 708 
first organization set-up for, 707 
government's grappling with prob- 
lem of, 706 

no detailed plan for settlement of, 
708 

no foreign loans for settlement of, 
716 

organization of the work of settle- 
ment of, 707 

problem of settlement of, 706 
regions of settlement of, 711 
results of settlement of, 7l4 
succesfflve streams of, 706 
total luimber of, settled, 709 


Tubko-B^lowian Convention, 1913, 
Convention for, 18, 19 


Value, 

in appraisals. 

See Appraual. 

Venizelob, 

declarations by, at Lausanne Con- 
ference, 339, 341, 361 
Grodo-Turkisli Agreement enteicd 
in 1914 by, 21 

hastiness of, in accepting compul- 
» sory exchange, 343 
. opfioeition to Geneva Protocols by, 
. 

• original idea of, for reciprocal emi- 
giation, 29 

propoBal for reciprocal emigration 
by, 28 

proposals of, to Bulgaria in 1912, 10 
resuiping negotiations with Turks, 
66; 

statement of, on meaning of Lau- 
aapne Convontion, 466 
telegram to Elr, Nansen by, 836 
Vbriitcasion, 
servioa of, 268 
See also Liquidation. 

Western. Tiibaob, 
application of Grcoo-Bulgarion Con- 
vention in, 109 
boundaries of, 400 
improvement of situation in, 490, 
493 


inquiry bf neutral members in 1926 
in. 482 

investi|Btion of 1928 in, 402 
Moslems in, 400 
provisions on properties in, 
of A^eement of Angora, 607 
of Agreement of Athens, 616 
of Convention of Angora, 676 
refugees settled in 1928 in, 493 i- 
removal of refugees from, 486, WS. 

612, 619 ‘ 

requMUons of Moslem prope 
in, 478 
World War, 

Bulgarian acts during 11 
'Bulgarian losses in, 11 
extermination of Armenians ' 
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